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The Editor's Preface 


A critical temper characterizes much 


of contemporary thought. Literature, the 
social sciences, most of the arts, philoso- 
phy, history, and theology have all been 
involved in considerations of the nature 
of knowledge, the problems of language, 
and the relation between language and 
knowledge. This complex of issues has 
for some time been of concern to those of 
us who are responsible for The Christian 
Scholar. It is interdisciplinary; it con- 
cerns the scholar in his central task ; and, 
it is of foremost significance for those 
who would be and think as Christians in 
the realms of scholarship, When a Chris- 
tian considers the nature of his knowl- 
edge, for example —both within his 
academic discipline and as a person who 
confesses the Christian faith— he finds 
that he must employ a language whose 
adequacy to the reality known must be 
evaluated and analyzed. He must ask 
whether his concepts —the “graspers” 
of reality—catch hold of and convey 
the meanings he has in mind, 7.e., wheth- 
er his linguistic apparatus is on the one 
hand rooted in the reality he seeks to 
know and on the other hand whether 
it is communicative of that reality to 
others. Problems of logic, epistemology, 
and semantics immediately become ap- 
parent ; and, in addition, the very nature 
of that which is known is indicated by the 
approach to and the solution of these 
problems. 





We are indebted to Rudolph Bult- 
mann for having called attention to this 
issue in modern theology, though he was 
not the first to have done so. He, how- 
ever, sharpened the issue by insisting 
that the problem of Christian apolo- 
getics is found in the fact that the 


biblical concepts, generally, and the 
characteristic terms of the Gospel, in par- 
ticular, have little or no meaning to con- 
temporary man. The problem is, no 
doubt, much more complicated than 
Bultmann’s solution seems to suggest. 
Only to “demythologize” the Bible — to 
strip it of its special ways of under- 
standing the world and man — is super- 
ficial as a solution in itself. Perhaps a 
more radical and thoroughgoing “rein- 
terpretation” of all our languages — in 
psychology, economic theory, history, 
aesthetics, politics, and the rest — is ac- 
tually called for. As someone once sug- 
gested to Bultmann, it is the modern 
mind, not the Bible, which needs demy- 
thologizing! The truth is found between 
the extremes, and what is called for is a 
relating of the languages to one another. 


All of our languages have been pro- 
foundly influenced by the modern revolu- 
tion in the natural sciences and by its 
often hidden cosmological commitments. 
Some of the “schools” of critical philoso- 
phy want to reduce all talk to physical 
language and mathematical terms. The 
rest of language is referred to as “a 
series of squeaks.” But language of 
whatever sort involves some type or 
types of metaphysical commitments, and 
these become interwoven, however inco- 
herently, into the fabric of modern man’s 
languages. Attention has been inereas- 
ingly called, both in biblical and other 
studies, to the need for making explicit 
the nature of the terms, concepts, and 
symbols which are employed. At the 
same time, moreover, consideration of 
the nature of the reality known by such 
terms, concepts, and symbols must fol- 
low, if indeed the explication of them 
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would be thorough. Were Kant to have 
been fully alert to this interrelated prob- 
lem at the end of the eighteenth century, 
his famous Critiques would perhaps have 
centered upon language rather than upon 
the limits and scope of knowledge, and 
he would have been more cautious in his 
apparent rejection of metaphysical 
knowledge. In any event, the interrelated 
problems of language and knowledge 
pose a_ responsibility for those who 
would be intelligent Christians, both be- 
cause of their desire to know their faith 
more fully and to make it more intelligi- 
ble in the areas of specialized knowledge 
where they engage in the tasks of schol- 
arship. 

Both as Christians and as scholars 
then we are challenged to engage sys- 
tematically in the discovery of the sym- 
bols and categories in all the various 
languages modern man employs, and 
especially those which tend to deal with 
a dimension of human experience ap- 
proaching that with which Christianity 
is also concerned. These must be dis- 
covered, in part, because the Christian 
seeks to speak relevantly to himself qua 
scholar and to his colleagues; and, in 
part, too, these symbols must be dis- 
covered so that at least some of them 
may become baptized into the service of 
Christ and the Gospel. The challenge of 
engaging in this task of discovery is, 
therefore, two-fold; in the first place, 
the Christian must be concerned with 
language if he would understand the 
faith in which he stands; and, in the 
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second place, the Christian must be so 
concerned if he would have his contemp- 
oraries better understand the message 
that “God was in Christ reconciling the 
world to Himself.” 


It is for these reasons that the con- 
tent of this issue of The Christian Schol- 
ar is devoted wholly to the breadth of this 
problem. This number is evidence of our 
firm conviction that the type of thought 
which is called reflective, whether it con- 
cerns matters of “faith” or of “fact’’, is 
symbolic in character. And, reflective 
thought is, in turn, the kind of thought 
apart from which distinctly human life 
is impossible. As Ernst Cassirer point- 
ed out in his book, An Essay on Man, 
“without symbolism the life of man 
would be like that of the prisoners in 
the cave of Plato’s famous simile. Man's 
life would be confined within the limits 
of his biological needs and his practical 
interests ; it could find no access to the 
‘ideal world’ which is opened to him 
from different sides by religion, art. 
philosophy, and science.” In man’s 
search for what it means to be and to 
stay human, he returns perennially to 
symbols for the expression of ultimate 
meaning. The life of the Christian, as a 
man of faith, clusters around vivid and 
compelling symbols. Some of these are 
old but, we believe, not emptied of power 
and truth; others are newer and gain 
meaning both from the realm of our 
general experience and from the special 
life which is “hidden with Christ in 
God.” 











The Nature of Religious Utterance 


GEppEs MACGREGOR 


YW LL LANGUAGE IS METAPHORICAL, or none is, wrote Croce in the Estetica. 
Croce was writing in 1901, when Russell was still in his twenties, and a 
BY clecade before the first edition of the Principia Mathematica. The extensive 
work in the logical analysis of language that has come to be taken for granted in 
contemporary philosophical discussion was not even begun. Croce was no more a 
religious philosopher than are the modern logical empiricists, though he was less 
surreptitiously dogmatic about religion than some of these have been. He dismissed 
religion and mystical experience from his idealistic philosophy with that Neapolitan 
gaiety that may sound very ‘pagan’, not least to ‘Gothic’ piety; but there is at any 
rate nothing in him of that ferociously aggressive and heavily-disguised anti-religious 





preoccupation that the discerning find in so much of the work of so many of the 


later thinkers who have been influential in the professional philosophy of the Eng- 
lish-speaking world. 


What has a Christian scholar to learn from a view of the nature of language 
such as Croce offers? At the outset he can find a clue to the reasons for the ex- 
traordinary sterility of so much contemporary discussion and its remarkable ina- 
dequacy for coping with those very problems that he finds most interesting, im- 
portant and exciting. Logical empiricism has, of course, modified some of the wilder 
utterances made by its protagonists in the more immature phase of its development. 
But it remains plain to every Christian thinker, not to mention others, that most 
of the linguistic analysis that has come into fashion is based on a radical mistake 
about the nature of language itself. One does not have to be Christian to suspect 
this to be so; but the kind of experience that a Christian enjoys does put him at an 
advantage, since he is thereby rendered incapable of being even partially satisfied 
by theories of language that so patently fail to explain commonplaces of his exper- 


ience. 


In Urban’s account of what he calls ‘the gradual dissolution of p/lilosophia pe- 
rennis’, at the conclusion of his Language and Reality, he wrote: 


The gradual dissolution of philosophia perennis has been described by Mauthner 
as ‘die langsame Selbstsersetzung des Metaphorischen’. The slow but sure breaking 
up of natural metaphysic arose out of an increasing literalism. The assumption that 
only words that have literal significance have significance at all, and that scientific 
concepts are literal copies, almost automatically turned all other concepts into anthro- 
pomorphisms. Thus it is that modern thought, like the fabled bird of old, has been 
eating out its own heart. For in tearing out all anthropomorphisms, all human meta- 
phors, it has in the end cut the ground from under all knowledge. So long as the literal 
character of scientific concepts could be maintained, it was only metaphysical knowledge 
that was in question, but now that it is seen that science works with its own type of 
metaphors, that the concepts of science are themselves symbols, and in that sense anthro- 
pomorphic, scientific knowledge becomes likewise suspect. 


The inevitably metaphorical and symbolic character of all language has been one 
of the main contentions of this study. As it is failure to recognize this fact that has led 


Geddes MacGregor is Rufus Jones Professor of Philosophy and Religion at Bryn Mawr 
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to the breaking up of natural metaphysic, so a return of understanding—perhaps through 
a more critical and sophisticated evaluation of scientific concepts themselves—may lead 
to a reinstatement of its essential characters in a new form. In any case, it is precisely 
this dissolution of philosophis perennis which is the outstanding feature of modern 
culture. The forces which have led to it . . . may be directly connected with... 
Neo-nominalism. . . . Nominalism in all its forms is the most terrible of all heresies, 
no less from a metaphysical than from a religious point of view. In so far as it concerns 
language, it leads, as we have seen, to paralysis of speech and stultification of all dis- 
course. But in that, language and intuition are inseparable, knowledge and language 
parts of one whole, stultification of discourse is but a reflection of a deeper unintelligi- 
bility at the very heart of knowledge and thought. This, it is increasingly realized, is 
the crucial problem of modern culture.’ 


Urban, upholding what has been called the ‘root metaphor theory’ of meta- 
physics, maintains that there is a type of metaphor that is taken from ‘the primary 
and irreducible domains’ of experience, and which he calls ‘fundamental’. So one 
kind of metaphysics uses the category, ‘life’ metaphorically, while another so uses 
the category, ‘mind’. So also it follows, on such a view, that the metaphysical symbol, 
the ‘fundamental metaphor’, differs in important respects from every other type of 
symbol: for example, the subject of analogous predication is the omnitudo reali- 
tatis, and the predicates must of necessity be of a certain character. It is not within 
the scope of this paper to consider all that might be said for and against such a view. 
I am drawing attention to it only to show, rather, how radically it is opposed to the 
views of contemporary empiricists on the nature of language. But it opens up what 
must be for Christian scholars an extremely interesting question: if language 
is metaphorical to anything at all like the extent that writers like Urban sug- 
gest, religious utterances must be analyzed and criticized and evaluated in a very 
different manner from that provided for in any of the modern techniques for the 
analysis of either logical propositions or linguistic statements. Nevertheless, this 
would not be so because of the peculiar character of religious utterances {the log- 
ical empiricists have tried to take some account of what they regard as special 
classes of statements) so much as for the reason that in all language, the quest for 
a ‘literal meaning’ is as futile as would be the search for a ‘tonal meaning’ in music. 
There is indeed such a thing as musical analysis (Donald Francis Tovey wrote a 
standard work in five volumes so entitled), but anyone who imagined that music 
could be interpreted by any sort of mathematical analysis would be rightly accounted 
the victim of the more primitive superstitions of the Pythagoreans. Yet music cer- 
tainly has a grammar, and it is plainly more susceptible to mathematical treatment 
than is any living language. It is indeed an international language that anyone who 
knows anything at all about the theory of music can see to be all ready for math- 
ematical analysis. No less plainly, however, there is no music conceivable whose 
meaning could ever be explained or interpreted in terms of any such analysis, or 
in terms of anything even at all like this, I have myself heard Tovey, who was much 
more verbally gifted than are most great musicians and musicologists, stop in the 


Wilbur Marshall Urban, Language and Reality, (Macmillan, 1939), p. 721 f. 
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Tue Nature or RELIGIOUS UTTERANCE 


~ourse of giving a lecture on musical appreciation, sit down at the piano and say: 


’ 


This is what I mean... . 


Is language fundamentally different from music? Or, for that matter, is it 
radically different from any other sort of artistic communication? There are cer- 
tainly different sorts of musical utterances, as there are different kinds of linguistic 
utterances ; but is there, even in music, the most ‘formal’ of the arts, any utterance 
that is supposed to convey meaning and whose meaning is ‘self-contained’ after the 
fashion to be expected of ‘literal’ statements? Yet music is used not only for emo- 
tional communication, by lovers, for example, but non-emotively, to communicate 
musical concepts. Such concepts may be comparatively simple or extremely elaborate ; 
they are always, however, living. All musical utterances may be very precisely and, 
by anyone who knows harmony and counterpoint, easily analyzed ; but the meaning 
always transcends the analysis. You can no more expect to ‘get at’ the meaning 
from a radical musical analysis than you can expect to ‘get at’ the life of a man by 
means of radical surgery. 


Language reveals, and at the same time partially conceals, a life that lies beyond 
it. This implies that there is ‘in’ language a fundamentally unanalyzable element. 
Speech, a channel of the communication of ideas, is a channel that is always capable 
of bearing more ideas than the speaker intends. Like the medieval cathedral builders 
who, it has been said, built better than they knew, every user of human language may 
communicate more than he knows. This fact was brought home to me sharply when 
I was recently listening to a well-trained choir of college students singing Benjamin 
Brittain’s Ceremony of Carols. It happened that I knew many of the singers, and 
the fact that these were, for the most part, very intelligent young men and women 
brought up in an acutely secularistic atmosphere, could not escape me. I could not 
but be aware that most of them had no more understanding of what they were sing- 
ing than I shouid have of a song I had been taught by a clever Japanese instructor 
to sing in his own language, of which I am entirely ignorant. How could they have 
understood, for example, the delicate and complex significance of the concepts 
presented in the fifteenth-century Adam lay ibowndyn? 

‘ne hadde the appil take ben, 
the appil take ben, 
‘ne hadde never our lady 
a ben Hevene qwen. 
blyssid be the tyme 
that appil take was! 
Therfore we mown syngyn 
Deo gracias.’ 
There could hardly be, in a pleasant assemblage of Jewish, Unitarian and Quaker 
students majoring in Political Science, Anthropolgy, and the like, much religious 
understanding of what they were singing. Nevertheless, the concepts were some- 
how communicated to some persons in the audience who did understand, and 
who perhaps in some cases recalled the famous utterance in the hymn sung in the 
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Latin Church at the blessing of the tapers on Easter Eve: ‘O happy guilt that de- 
served to have such and so great a Redeemer!’ 


And yet this is the sort of thing that is happening all the time, wherever words 
are used. Out of his story-book, the seven-year old child pipes: “The prince fell in 
love with the princess and so they got married.’ These words are not at all mean- 
ingless to the child. On the contrary, he can generally give a fairly clear account of 
his understanding of them, which, far from being negligible, is quite correct as far 
as it goes. When we go on to say that it obviously cannot go ‘as far as’ that of almost 
any adult, what exactly do we mean? I submit that we are in fact affirming, in this 
judgment, that it is not a question of grasping, say, a ‘literal’ meaning, and then 
a ‘metaphorical’ one, and finally perhaps, a ‘super-metaphor’, as though there were 
a certain number of levels of meaning as there are a certain number of levels of plat- 
forms in a railroad station. On the contrary, one does not climb or jump from one 
level of language to another one beyond it, but penetrate, rather, a greater ‘distance’. 


If we must speak in terms of ‘levels’, we had better recognize an infinite num- 
ber of these. 


While it is obvious that no child could grasp as much of the meaning of the 
phrase in the child’s story-book as could an adult, it is also true that some adults 
could understand it much better than could others. It is a commonplace that the 
significance of marriage often grows in the minds of a ‘happily’ married couple. In 
the first year or two they understand some of it; in the next few years they are 
said to understand it ‘more deeply’, that is, ‘better’. After five or six years, let us 
suppose, they become Christians, and the significance of their marriage is further 
‘opened out’ to them, and goes on being ‘opened out’. It is easy to see that the 
verb ‘to marry’ gradually acquires more and more meaning in their minds. But so 
also may the nouns ‘prince’ and ‘princess’. To some these may be symbols of glamor- 
ous persons, male and female respectively, while to others, more empirically-minded, 
they signify individuals of a certain rank in the hierarchy of a monarchal state, 
and so forth. But it is never a question of a literal and a metaphorical meaning, or 
even of a series of metaphors, for if this were the case one might have to suppose 
the child starting off with an understanding of the metaphor and then working his 
way on to the literal meaning after having taken some lessons in European history. 


Words, then, far from being mere ‘names’ or ‘sounds’ or ‘breathings’, attached 
like labels to ‘things’ or ‘individuals’, and sometimes issued in duplicate or triplicate 
and assigned to different things, are the foci, rather, into which are stored con- 
cepts, feelings, and other communicable data, and out of which may be drawn so 
much meaning by each individual who hears them. We have this in mind when 
we say, for example, that such and such a word is a ‘rich’ word. Its richness does 
not make it any the better if it does not happen to fit the purpose I have in mind 
for it. It is still not the right word, any more than Sir Winston Churchill would, for 
all the richness of his personality, be the right man for the job of delivering the 
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morning’s milk, But its richness does make it a word that a clever writer or speaker 
may use for a greater variety of purposes than that for which he can use a poor one. 
Also, a word may be very rich from one point of view and not at all from another: 
in one way the adjective ‘labyrinthine’ is rich; but the preposition ‘in’ is in some 
important ways very much richer. 


Sentences consist of words, and they have a certain structure. In most of the 
languages we are likely to learn they must have, for example, what grammarians 
have called a finite verb. But there is nothing sacrosanct about sentence-structure. 
The words ‘O glorious and immaculate Virgin Mary’ might be just as much a sen- 
tence as ‘Mary, the Mother of Jesus, is a virgin, is glorious, and was conceived 
free of what theologians call original sin,’ though they do not conform to the gram- 
marians’ convention of what a sentence must be. Moreover, since language precedes 
grammar, people may utter sentences without any knowledge of grammatical an- 
alysis, as they utter words without any etymological learning. They may be surprised, 
indeed, to discover, as was Moliére’s Monsieur Jourdain, that they have been talking 
prose all their life. They have also, however, been talking poetry without ever having 
heard of prosody or free verse. A sentence is, in fact, only a complex word. As there 
may be rules about the use of the hyphen in certain compound words, so there 
are rules about the structure of sentences, and even stylistic canons about the struc- 
ture of chapters or books. Sentences may be disorganized, as an ailing body may be 
disorganized ; but so long as they are living they may be the bearers of meaning. 


Whence comes the meaning they bear? Ostensibly, from the mind of the person 
who uses them. But we have seen that such a person may not himself be aware 
of the full import of what he is successfully communicating to another. A little child 
may inadvertently draw a trefoil or a cross on his copybook, so communicating 
to me and many others the doctrines of the Trinity and of the Incarnation, though 
the child knows nothing of what he is communicating. But so also may I by such 
means communicate, to a person of greater Christian experience than I, far more 
than I can know, whether by word, sentence, picture or other symbol. For minds 
do not fashion words: they use them. Even neologisms are not created ex nihilo. And 
since we are so constantly using words, and using them successfully, without fully 
appreciating their significance, only two explanations are possible concerning the fact 
of communication: either the ‘receiver’ of my words and sentences and pictures 
puts the rest of the meaning into them all by himself (that is, himself including his 
unconscious ) or else meaning is somehow transmitted by some other agency, who 
is also using the words as a medium of communication. 


The naturalistic thesis that, at most, language carries from the speaker to the 
hearer only what the speaker intends, plus what the hearer is able to add to this, is 
a thesis that is exceedingly difficult to maintain. For we are constantly growing 
through reading and listening to others, and often we are growing faster than are 
the people who are writing and speaking to us. You go to some obscure bethel and, 
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being yourself unversed in Christian doctrine, you listen to a dull sermon by a 
preacher undistinguished either by his eloquence or by his personality. There is 
nothing there to stimulate any emotion in you unless it be a vague feeling of irrita- 
tion or a sense of wasting your time. The preacher, let us suppose, is himself not 
very sure of or clear about what he is saying, nor are you emotionally susceptible to 
what is being said. Nevertheless, if you are listening, a ‘message’ (let us again sup- 
pose) gets across to you. Your interest is aroused. You want to learn more about 
what he was trying to say. You are eventually ‘converted.’ Perhaps you even go to 
tell him that his sermon was the ‘occasion’ of your conversion, and you are puzzled 
to find that he is not only even duller than you had thought, but is also even less sure 
than you had supposed of the ‘message’ that you find changing your whole attitude 
toward life. 


A God-centered philosophy has of course no difficulty in accounting for such 
happenings. For such a philosophy, language is as much God’s tool, to say the 
least, as it is anybody else’s. I find it very difficult to believe that even the problem 
of communication can be understood apart from God, not least when I find myself 
being credited by people with having taught them things that at the time I did not 
know myself . . . things I know I did not know then. Like St. Christopher who 
unwittingly carried the Christ-child, my words have been the bearers of a meaning 
beyond that which I could understand myself at the time I uttered them. 


No emotive theory of language can adequately explain the phenomena [| have 
in mind, There is a very profound story told of a missionary who, having an in- 
sufficient knowledge of the Chinese language, was giving catechetical instruction 
to some Chinese converts with the help of a very able interpreter. “The Lord,’ he 
said, is ‘omniscient . . . omnipotent . . . and of infinite mercy.’ He paused for his 
interpreter to take up his cue and was somewhat disappointed when the latter, 
after a moment’s careful reflection translated: ‘Reverend gentleman says you are 
very well.’ This is, I am told, about the nearest one can get in Chinese. And yet the 
meaning is not entirely lost, for all is indeed well with you if such a God is reigning 
and you recognize the reign. What has been communicated to you is no doubt much 
less than the whole panorama of Christian doctrine ; but it is a conceptual communi- 
cation, if it is a communication at all, not merely the passing on of a feeling. The 
story indicated what seems to me to be an extreme case of something that is happen- 
ing all the time. 


All this is not to say that there is no such thing as theological confusion, about 
religion that is passed on in theological utterances. Theologians whose concern 
is to clarify thought about God, are of course as subject to confusion as are any other 
specialists liable to confusion in their own fields. In order to be able to clarify one 
must be subject to the possibility of making a mistake. The failure of a theological 
exposition is not, however, necessarily a failure in the use of language: linguistic 
confusions usually are, rather, as Professor Hodges has recently said, ‘a symptom of 
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confused standpoints."* By a ‘standpoint’ Hodges means, ‘a set of principles or 
presuppositions, together with the type of question to which they give rise and 
the way of looking at things which results from them.’* To any such standpoint 
belongs a language, and the puzzles that have arisen have often arisen because 
standpoints have not been distinguished carefully enough. Hodges toys with the 
possibility of philosophy becoming not what it is so much at present, linguistic 
analysis, but, rather, standpoint-analysis. Such a philosophy, he suggests, will have 
five characteristics: (1) it will require to understand the standpoint it considers ; 
(2) it will be ‘in a certain sense a dramatic study’; (3) it must be dialectical ; (4) it 
must be normative, so as to judge between rival standpoints; and (5) it will provide 
an existential judgment. This means above all that a ‘standpoint-philosopher,’ having 
brought to his task all the sympathy towards his opponents that he can muster, 
will find in the history of thought the ‘dramatic shape of philosophic thinking’ that 
reveals both agreement and genuine conflict. Standpoint-analysis must in the end, 
however, Hodges admits, display fundamental conflicts, and the existential choice 
that leads to an acceptance of Christian doctrine, for example, is ‘a moral act — 
ethical in the deepest sense.’ 


I have drawn attention to Professor Hodges’ recent work on this subject in 
order to exhibit what seems to me to be the general direction in which philosophy 
must travel before it can solve the problem of the nature of religious utterance. For 
Christian experience it can never be enough to talk about God in terms of any 
‘natural’ theology, even, for instance, that of St. Thomas. No theological proposition 
such as ‘God is omniscient’ can ever be as satisfactory as ‘O my God, who knowest 
all things.’ It is perhaps for this very reason that St. Augustine’s most significant 
theological work (I use the adjective ‘significant’ advisedly) is his Confessions, 
which is from beginning to end in the form of a prayer to God. Genuinely theo- 
logical utterance must be dramatic. For the word ‘God’ is to all possible knowledge, 
including ‘theology’, what ‘I’ is to ‘me’. There is no conceivable number of propo- 
sitions about God that could adequately ‘define’ him; nor should this surprise me. 
since there is no conceivable number of propositions about me that could adequately 
define even me. Yet I am aware, unless I am a hopeless megalomaniac, that I am 
not an inexhaustible personality in my own right. The mystery of my inexhausti- 
bility as a person is not only not explicable but not even discoverable except in view 
of my complete dependence on God my Creator. 


So the linguistic analysis of religious utterance must be the analysis of liturgical 
utterance. For it is, indeed, only in their liturgical form that theological propositions 
do acquire meaning. Liturgy is poetry, and in poetry one expects metaphor : poetry is 
metaphor. But liturgy is not only a special form of poetry, but a special kind of ode. 


There is much metaphor that is significant in the ode that would be insignificant 


2H. A. Hodges, Languages, Standpoints and Attitudes (London, Geoffrey Cumberlege, 
1953), p. 21. 
*Idem, p. 15. 
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and bathetic in other poetical forms. Shelley addresses the skylark : 


‘Hail to thee, blithe spirit! 
Bird thou never wert.’ 
To say the least, much of the meaning disappears as soon as the metaphorical lan- 
guage is translated into the third-personal form: 
‘The skylark a blithe spirit is; 
It never was a bird’ 

It is only in the context of an address to God that the extremely elaborate meta- 
phorical speech of which religious utterance is composed can even begin to be under- 
stood. One of the first predicates of God that one discovers in an analysis of 
Christian liturgical utterance (not to mention that of some other religions) is his 
‘otherness.’ In the relation that I express as soon as I utter prayer, God is before 
all else other than I, and other than the other persons whom I associate with me 
when I say, for example, ‘our Father.’ An analysis of the liturgical documents, the 
liturgical classics, exhibits this at once, and much better than can any theological 
exposition, neo-Calvinist or otherwise, that God is ganz anders, totaliter aliter, and 
so forth. In any theological statement that may be made about God, or indeed 
about anything that may properly be called ‘religious’, the essentially liturgical 
meaning is at the best attenuated, probably destroyed. Any meaning that remains, 
remains only to the extent that there is a liturgical reference in the mind of the 
reader or hearer. ‘I must pray’ and ‘we must pray’ are meaningful; but not so, ‘one 
must pray, must one not?’ Yet this last is just the sort of utterance that is com- 
monly presented for analysis. 


Liturgical action is unique: so, likewise, are its verbal and other symbolic ex- 
pressions. A visitor to an act of Christian worship may quite naturally suppose 
when he hears someone stand up and affirm a belief that Jesus Christ is sitting at 
the right hand of God the Father Almighty—such a visitor may well suppose that 
an implicate of the worshipper’s affirmation is that Jesus Christ is at present sitting 
down somewhere with God the Father situated at his left hand. The visitor might 
equally well suppose that the thurifer is swinging his censor, (a) in order to pro- 
vide himself and others with a pleasant olfactory sensation, and (b) because, 
leading a sedentary life, he finds this a convenient way in which to take exercise. 
Only a diligent* analysis of the entire liturgy, with all its historical references, for 
example, could give him any prospect of ‘placing’ these symbolic words and actions, 
which can of course be understood only in relation to their context, a liturgical one. 
In order that he should actually ‘grasp’ the meaning of these or any other metaphors 
or symbols, he would also have to take part in the action himself. Precisely what 
minimum of ‘togetherness’ with the liturgical ‘actors’ would be required of him in 
his task is arguable. What appears to me to be, in the light of Christian experience 
and the present state of philosophical discussion, beyond profitable dispute, is that 


‘diligere, to love, take delight in. 
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Christians who are scholarly enough to ask even the most elementary theological 
questions ought to take the trouble to learn some liturgical history, so that they 
may be in a better position to discover the answers. The present liturgical illiteracy 
of so many scholars and teachers—theologians not excepted—is such as to warrant 
the experiment of a better liturgical education for those who wish to know, and may 
be required to expound to others, the nature of religious utterance. What is chiefly 
and most widely forgotten about such utterance is that in its original form (whither 
scholars ought by nature to repair) it is always in the second person singular. Lex 
orandi, lex credendi. 
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The Religious Use of Language 


Joun A. HutcHIson 


yeaa FTEN DURING PARTICIPATION in religious activities I have caught myself 
(*.) asking, What am I doing? I read the Rible, I say a prayer or participate 
4a in worship, I listen to a sermon or preach a sermon, I participate in cere- 
monies ranging from baptism to Holy Communion or the funeral service, and I ask 
myself, What goes on here? Or I study other religions, religious activities of other 
times and places of the world’s history, and the same insistent question recurs. In 
what terms shall we understand such human actions? The most fruitful and illumi- 
nating answer I have found is that religion in all its range and variety consists of 
symbols for the ultimate meaning of human existence. 





This view of religion owes much to the studies of symbolism undertaken by 
Ernst Cassirer and Suzanne Langer, whose work on this subject has done so much 
to break down the narrow limits of rationalism, forcing us to take such activities 
as art and myth as serious aspects of the mind’s life. But while I gladly acknowledge 
my debt at this point, I must distinguish my own view from the neo-Kantian ideal- 
ism which runs through Cassirer’s pages. Rather I wish to insist that the world 
in which these various symbolic enterprises take place is in some basic way inde- 
pentlent of the mind which finds expression and fulfilment in them. Thus, in the 
most fundamental sense it is the part of wisdom to come to terms with the world,— 
though the world is surely larger and more varied than many realistic philosophies 
have allowed. 


It may illuminate our view of religion to relate it briefly to two further con- 
temporary types of philosophic thought, Logical Positivism and Existentialism. 
Logical Positivism has involved a central distinction between rational meaning and 
emotive meaning, or as it is sometimes expressed, between statements whose mean- 
ing can be rationally communicated and tested, and those other verbal forms whose 
function is purely emotive or expressive. We-need not follow this distinction into 
the labyrinthine intricacies and extremes to which Logical Positivism has so often 
led in order to discover its great utility for the study of religion. As the Logical 
Positivists suggest, the scientific and religious uses of language are profoundly 
different. Indeed it seems a fruitful lead for the study of religion to acknowledge 
that religion is a species of emotive meaning and to develop independently the im- 
plications of this observation. 


Perhaps the most constrictive and serious defect of Logical Positivism is its 
denial that emotive meaning has any intelligible structure, any rationale. Such an 
assertion consigns this important part of the mind’s life to the outer darkness of 
arbitrary caprice. The problem is rather to see what mode of rationality, if any, is 
at work in such symbolic enterprises as art and religion. To assert or assume @ 


John A. Hutchison is Professor of Religion at Columbia University. This paper was read at 
the 1954 “Week of Work” of the National Council on Religion in Higher Education. 
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priori that they are rationally meaningless is a form of dogmatism particularly odd 
in a philosophy which calls itself empirical. 


The form of emotive meaning which is distinctive to religion is that which lies 
at the foundation of human subjecthood. Religion may thus be accurately described 
as emotive meaning which is taken existentially. We need not here labor the 
point that the central tradition of modern philosophy has in_ its 
preoccupation with such problems as nature, mind, knowledge, etc., singularly neg- 
lected the actual nature of human selfhood or subjecthood. It is the achievement 
of Existentialism to have returned the question, What is man? to the center of 
philosophic inquiry. The ‘existence’ referred to in Existentialism is the existence 
of actual human selves, The answers which Existentialists have given to this ques- 
tion have by no means always been religious or congenial to religion. But the central 
question is a crucial one for religion. It is for this reason that Existentialism, like 
Nicodemus, gives the impression of being not far from the kingdom of God. 


On the question of religious language, Existentialism is helpful in pointing out 
the source of such language in imagination, which is a favorite category of Existent- 
ialist philosophers. But it is even more helpful in peinting out the reference of reli- 
gious language as man’s life not viewed from any grandstand but from the playing 
field of active humap existence. Thus again, religion is emotive meaning taken exis- 
tentially, that is, in terms of which actual men actually live and act. 


II 


But what now are the important characteristics of this use of language? In 
attempting to answer this question we shall be undertaking very briefly and super- 
ficially a phenomenology of religious language. Such a phenomenological descrip- 
tion must be broad enough to cover the widely varying occurrences of religious or 
mythical language. In addition to the ostensible religions, it must include the wide 
variety of current religious substitutes, ranging as it does from Marxism and 
Nazism to the American Dream or to Scientism. 


Indeed in any Weltanschauung or system of life-orientation two types of state- 
ments seem discernible. The statements which are premises or assumptions and 
which function as foundations of the system are religious or mythical in nature. To 
them the mind gives that particular type of allegiance or trust which religion tra- 
ditionally calls faith. Human reason then applies these assumptions or postulates 
to the most general structures and processes of the world, and philosophy, or more 
specifically ontology, is the result. 


Religion and philosophy seem thus to be related as Siamese twins. Or 
more specifically, all philosophies have religious foundations (whether they admit 
it or not) and all religions have philosophic implications. Here we are not so much 
interested in the nature of philosophy or philosophic statements as we are in the na- 
ture of religious or mythical statements whose nature we see to be that of establish- 
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ing the mind’s fundamental orientation in existence. But what are the traits of such 
religious statements? We shall list and briefly discuss four. 


(1) Religious statements are analogical or metaphorical. To be sure, all lan- 
guage is metaphorical in one important and basic sense. Every term is based upon 
some analogy between different individual objects, events or relations. Every com- 
mon noun is a kind of dead metaphor. But religious terms or words are metaphori- 
cal in a further and distinctive sense. For religion seeks to express man’s orienta- 
tion to an object which is in some way unique and transcendent. Yet it must do so 
by words drawn from within common human experience. What other words are 
there? This problem is solved by the use of analogy. God is described by likening 
him to this or that object within experience. To be sure, he is also unlike such com- 
mon objects; this unlikeness is underscored by the holiness of God to which we 
shall presently allude. But he is said to be like such common objects as a father, 
husband, shepherd, judge, warrior, shade from the sun’s heat, fire, tower of refuge, 
—to cite only a few metaphors to be found in the Bible. Even such a term as the 
‘Most High’ is surely a spatial metaphor ; and the term ‘Lord’ is a sociological me- 
taphor. Indeed such opaque terms as ‘transcendent’ and ‘immanent’ reveal metaphors 
in their Latin etymology. 


This view of religious language has similarities with the Thomtist analogia entis 
or analogy of being. But there are differences as well. Thomism believes it possible 
by rational demonstration to establish the existence of a transcendent deity whose 
nature is subsequently elucidated by analogy. Here no such prior demonstration is 
presupposed. Indeed our whole use of the concept of analogy is enormously less 
rationalistic and more relativistic than that of Thomism, 


Our use of analogy also raises immediately the further question, Which analogy 
or metaphor? How shall we choose between conflicting metaphors? The answer 
is that men choose the metaphors which most adequately express and sustain for 
them the meaning of existence, and they reject those which contradict or stultify that 
meaning. As Santayana once remarked, “That life has meaning, how impossible a 
conclusion and yet how necessary an assumption.” No process of reasoning can pos- 
sibly suffice to establish that man’s life has meaning. Yet all men, by their continued 
existence, if by nothing else, testify to their faith that life does have meaning. That is 
a good metaphor which expresses and sustains this meeting ; that is a bad metaphor 
which contradicts or stultifies that meaning. This is a point to which we must return 
later. 


Different religions or religious traditions can be approached as systems of 
metaphor or analogy which take some root metaphor, expressing, expanding and 
developing it in myth and rite. Much light can be shed on any religion by a careful 
analysis of such root metaphors and the role they play in the religion. Such study 
involves the use in the analysis of religious documents of tools forged by students 
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of literature. It is for example religiously as well as esthetically illuminating to 
examine carefully the structure of metaphors in such documents as IT Isaiah or the 


Bhagavad Gita. 


(2) Religious language is not only metaphorical; it is poetic or imaginative. 
Historically speaking the relation between myth and poetry is clear enough. But 
let us see if we cannot get a better hold on this relation by a look at the role of 
imagination in both poetry and myth. 


Imagination is in many respects the primal form of human mentality. It may 
be described as the ‘place of images’ or more prosaically as the mind’s capacity for 
forming images. By an image I mean any immediate datum of human conscious- 
ness. Images are to be distinguished from concepts by just this element of immed- 
iacy. From images as they occur, in all their immediacy and spontaneity, the mind 
by the work of abstracting, builds concepts. 


Perhaps the commonest and simplest form of images are the so-called repre- 
sentative images of empirical objects. Thus I have in my mind, as I write, images 
of the paper and typewriter before me. Even here in such simple objects the crea- 
tive power of the mind is apparent in the selection and organization of the elements 
which make up such objects. 


But to see the full nature of imagination we must turn from such representative 
images to what Richard Kroner has called the subjective imagination. At some point 
in its development the mind tears itself free from the world and begins to live its 
own free, subjective life. Surely it is an important chapter in the life-history of an 
individual person when this happens,—when the self becomes what Augustine calls 
a ‘great deep’ where images freely and spontaneously well up from mysterious 
depths and live their own spontaneous and often capricious life. This aspect of the 
mind’s life is better described by stream of consciousness novels, by poetry or by 
psychoanalysis than it is by most treatises of academic psychology. 


Imagination so described seems essential for an understanding of both the 
creation and appreciation of art. The image is a fundamental category in art. It is 
through the evocation of fresh and creative images, in whatever medium he is 
working, that the artist says what he has to say. Poetry might in this context be 
described as imaginative language. As in the case of all art, its end is simply the 
joy of contemplating the images evoked in the hearer’s mind by the poet’s words. 
There is to be sure some insight, some illumination in this pleasure. At times as in 
a lyric poem this may be just a luminous quality in the pleasant image. At other 
times, as in the case of an epic poem, it may be a kind of intuitive wisdom concerning 
the whole nature and destiny of man. But the point is that in artistic experience 
there is no purpose ulterior to the immediate enjoyment of the work of art. 


Imagination is as essential to the understanding of religious experience as it 
is of art. This is particularly true of our knowledge of God, or of God’s self-revela- 
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tion to us. If we ask how, or through what process God speaks to man, or what is 
the mode of our human reception of revelation, the answer is that it is always 
through the medium of powerful images which impress themselves upon our human 
imagination. It is indeed not too much to say that a religious experience is a pro- 
cess of being hit by such images and of responding in obedience to their authority. 


Imagination is important not only for such crucial moments of revelation but 
for the whole religious life. Prayer, worship, ritual, through them all, imagination 
has an essential part to play. It is the mode of religious perception or reception. 
Thus religion may accurately be described as poetry that men live by. 


This is asserted not only to describe the role of imagination in religious think- 
ing; it is also asserted against those who unimaginatively assert that religion is 
a kind of celestial science. But on the other hand, we must resist the attempt of 
writers like Santayana or Edman to reduce religion completely and without re- 
mainder to poetry. It is poetry men live by. There is in religion as there is not in 
art a claim to authority. This is why religions always seem to involve an. ethic, but 
why artistic experience has no such ingredient. 


(3) But if religion consists of metaphorical images, the question arises, To 
what end? The answer is that they seek to express or articulate ultimate concern 
or ultimate meaning. Tillich and Niebuhr have argued long and persuasively that 
ultimate concern or meaning stands at the heart of religion. Among the various 
concerns or interests which make up a personality, one appears to assume top pri- 
ority. In this sense it takes on absolute or ultimate meaning for the person who 
holds it. It is dependent upon no other concerns, but gives meaning to the other 
concerns of a person’s life. In this respect it is like the coordinates of a graph. It 
is also absolute in that its field of application is the whole of one’s life. In contrast 
with limited interests, its scope is unlimited, affecting everything which a person 
does. A third meaning which follows from these two is that such a concern carries 
life and death seriousness. 


In defining religion in these terms we have actually defined a religious re- 
sponse ; we have characterized the adjective ‘religious’ rather than the noun ‘reli- 
gion.’ It is this quality of ultimacy or finality which confers religious quality upon 
an interest or concern. Thus ultimate concern is the raw material of which religions 
are made. Here as elsewhere the raw material gets processed in highly distinctive 
ways before it emerges as actual religion. 


(4) There is a final trait which follows from the foregoing three, namely that 
religious language is holy language. The holy or sacred is a unique emotion which 
like any unique thing can be indicated but not defined. It is the emotional accom- 
paniment of ultimate meaning; or it is the emotional impact of situations in which 
ultimate meaning is disclosed and perceived. And therefore it is to be expected that 
religious language should be accompanied by this emotion. Thus, for example, Ma- 
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linowski noted the difference among Melanesians of fairy tales told for the purpose 
of entertainment or enjoyment, and the tribal myths, recital of which is invariably 
accompanied by emotions of seriousness, wonder and awe which religion calls the 
sacred. 


We may also note the occurrence of this emotion as an accompaniment of mo- 
dern secular religious substitutes. The face of the secular liberal frequently goes 
solemn and awe enters his voice as he tells the story of human intelligence in pro- 
gressive evolution. So it is also with the Marxists when their myths are recited. It 
is difficult to the point of impossibility to imagine any existing man for whom lit- 
erally nothing is sacred. 


III 


We must now press on to a final question, namely whether there is such a thing 
as mythical thinking. Is there a significant operation of human reason in religious 
language, or is this rather a wilderness of emotion unpenetrated by rationality ? 


It must be frankly admitted that thought moves more slowly and haltingly, and 
less certainly in this field than, say, in the physical sciences. There are enormously 
more variables to handle here than in the sciences, and there is notably less control 
of them. But the biggest difference between science and religion lies in the relation 
of mind to its object. In scientific thinking the mind is able to assume the position 
of detached observer, while in religious cognition mind is involved or engaged 
deeply in what it seeks to know and express. The difference is that between a 
spectator and a participant. There is simply no way open to the human mind to stand 
off in complete detachment and assess scientifically the issues dealt with in myth- 
ical thinking, As Tillich has remarked, one can criticize a religion only from the 
viewpoint of another religion. 


It is also important to point out in this connection that myth is an unavoidable 
category. Shut out the front door of men’s minds it forces entrance through the back 
door. It does so because myth is that form of thinking which seeks to orient man’s 
existence to that which is absolute or ultimate. Since such a relation or orientation 
is inescapably given in the human situation, myth is unavoidable. The question is 
not: Myth or no myth? but rather: Which myth will we have? 


This leads us to the conclusion that men do choose among myths. To be sure, 
they choose not as people selecting oranges from a fruit corner but rather as men 
standing at a crossroads. It is also a fact that some men choose arbitrarily, capri- 
ciously or irrationally. But it is our contention that rational decision or choice is pos- 
sible in religion. It is also highly desirable not only because man is a rational being, 
but also because God is the creator of the human intellect and the author of truth. 


By rationality in this realm we mean adequacy to the facts of existence as we 
confront those facts in daily life and action. Facts are in the broadest sense data or 
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“things given.” They are what the mind finds and does not make in its encounter 
with the world. Some empirical philosophies have sought to limit data to sense data. 
We may agree that sense data have an irreducible reality and importance, but we 
must resist the view that they alone are facts. In general a fact is something given in 
the mind’s encounter with the world. 


As the human mind encounters facts, it organizes them into coherent systems. 
To be sure, new facts are forever invading our systems of coherence, like meteors 
from outer space, shattering our systems of coherence and forcing us to rebuild 
anew. Of such shattering and rebuilding the mind’s life consists. In this sense the 
mind’s life is a never-ending search for adequacy. 


Adequacy thus means that capacity of an idea to explain a body of facts, to 
illuminate new facts as they come into view, to predict new facts, — in general to 
guide man’s steps as he walks among the facts of existence. Conversely inadequacy 
means the presence of internal contradiction or incoherence, or it means that a fact 
is left dark and unilluminated. The point of stating this conventional realistic episte- 
mology here is to insist that it has application to mythical thinking. What we seek 
is a mythology which is adequate and not inadequate to the facts of existence as we 
confront them in daily life and action. 


Here we are not concerned to argue for or against any body of mythical or 
religious statements but rather to formulate the way in which discussion of the 
issue can rationally take place. The proposal is a modest one, but the issue is mo- 
mentous, namely the responsibility to be as reasonable as is humanly possible con- 
cerning issues of supreme importance. 
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Religious Symbols and Our Knowledge of God 


Paut TILLICH 

J HE FACT THAT THERE IS so much discussion about the meaning of symbols 
going on in this country as well as in Europe is a symptom of something 

Ba deeper. I believe it is a symptom of two things, something negative and 
something positive. It is a symptom of the fact that we are in a confusion of lang- 
uage in theology and philosophy and related subjects which has hardly been sur- 
passed in any time in history. Words do not communicate to us anymore what they 
orginally did and what they were invented to communicate. This has something 
to do with the fact that our present culture has no clearing house such as medieval 
scholasticism was, and Protestant scholasticism in the 17th century at least tried to 
be, and philosophers like Kant tried to renew. We have no such clearing house and 
this is the one point in which I am in sympathy with the present day so-called logi- 
cal positivists or symbolic logicians or logicians generally. They at least try to pro- 
duce a clearing house. My only criticism is that this clearing house is a very 
small room, perhaps only a corner of a house, and not a real house. It excludes most 
of life. But it could become useful if it increased in reach and acceptance of realities 
beyond the mere logical calculus. The second point which I want to make is 
that we are in a process in which a very important thing is being rediscovered: 
namely, that there are levels of reality of great difference, and that these different 
levels demand different approaches and different languages: that not everything 
in reality can be grasped by the language which is most adequate for mathematical 
sciences; the insight into this situation is the most positive side of the fact that 
the problem of symbols is taken seriously again. 


I 


I want to proceed in my own presentation with the intention of clearing con- 
cepts as far as I am able. And in order to do this I want to make five steps, the 
first of which is the discussion of “symbols and signs.” Symbols are similar to signs 
in one decisive respect: both symbols and signs point beyond themselves to 
something else. The typical sign, for instance the red light of the corner of the 
street, does not point to itself but it points to the necessity of cars stopping. And 
every symbol points beyond itself to a reality for which it stands. In this, symbols 
and signs have an essential identity—they point beyond themselves. And this is the 
reason that the confusion of language with which I started this lecture has also 
conquered the discussion about symbols for centuries and has produced confusion 
between signs and symbols. The first step in any clearing up of the meaning of 
symbols is to distinguish it from the meaning of signs. 





The difference which I see as a fundamental difference between them is that 
signs do not participate in any way in the reality and power of that to which they 
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point. Symbols, although they are not the same as that which they symbolize, par- 
ticipate in its meaning and power. The difference between symbol and sign is the 
participation in the symbolized reality which characterizes the symbols, and the 
non-participation in the “pointed-to” reality which characterizes a sign. For exam- 
ple, letters of the alphabet as they are written, an “A” or an “R” do not participate 
in the sound to which they point; on the other hand, the flag participates in the 
power of the king or the nation for which it stands and which it symbolizes. There 
has, therefore, been a fight since the days of William Tell as to how to behave in 
the presence of the flag. This would be meaningless if the flag did not participate 
as a symbol in the power of that which it symbolizes. The whole monarchic idea is 
itself entirely ununderstandable, if you do not understand that the king always is 
both: on the one hand, a symbol of the power of the group of which he is the king 
and on the other hand, he who exercised partly (never fully, of course) this power. 


But something has happened which is very dangerous for all our attempts to 
find a clearing house of the concepts of symbols and signs. I have experienced this 
in three seminars which I have had in Columbia University with my philosophical 
colleagues there. The mathematician has usurped the term “symbol” for mathemati- 
cal “sign,” and this makes a disentanglement of the confusion almost impossible. 
The only thing we can do is to distinguish different groups, signs which are called 
symbols, and genuine symbols. The mathematical signs are signs which are wrongly 
called symbols, Let me again say something about language. Language is a very 
good example of the difference between signs and symbols. Words in a language are 
signs for a meaning which they express. The word “desk” is a sign which points to 
something quite different—namely, the thing on which my paper is lying here and 
at which I am looking and which hides me partly from you. This has nothing to 
do with the word “desk”, with these four letters. But there are words in every 
language which are more than this, and in the moment in which they get connota- 
tions which go beyond something to which they point as signs, then they can become 
symbols ; and this is a very important distinction for every speaker. He can speak 
almost completely in signs, reducing the meaning of his words almost to mathemati- 
cal signs, and this is the absolute ideal of the logical positivist. The other pole of 
this is the liturgical or the poetic language where words have a power through 
centuries, or more than centuries. They have connotations in situations in which 
they appear so that they cannot be replaced. They have become not only signs point- 
ing to a meaning which is defined, but also symbols standing for a reality in the 
power of which they participate. 


II 


Now I come to my second consideration dealing with the functions of symbols. 
The first function is implied in what I have already said—namely, the representa- 
tive function. The symbol represents something which is not itself, for which it 
stands and in the power and meaning of which it participates. This is a basic func- 
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tion of every symbol, and therefore, if that word had not been used in so many 
other ways, one could perhaps even translate “symbolic” as “representative,” but 
for some reason that is not possible. If the symbols stand for something which they 
are not, then the question is, ““Why do we not have that for which they stand direct- 
ly ? Why do we need symbols at all ?” And now I come to something which is perhaps 
the main function of the symbol—namely, the opening up of levels of reality which 
otherwise are hidden and cannot be grasped in any other way. 


Every symbol opens up a level of reality for which non-symbolic speaking is 
inadequate. Let me interpret this or explain this in terms of artistic symbols. I resist- 
ed for many years the temptation to call works of art symbolic for the simple reason 
that there is a special artistic style which we call symbolistic and which produces 
only bad works of art. For this reason I disliked the idea of saying that works of art 
are symbolic. But in the meantime, the more I tried to enter into the meaning of 
symbols, the more I was convinced that it was a function of art to open up levels 
of reality; in poetry, in visual art, and in music, levels of reality are opened up 
which can be opened up in no other way. Now if this is the function of art, then cer- 
tainly artistic creations have symbolic character. You can take that which a land- 
scape of Rubens, for instance, mediates to you. You can not have this experience 
in any other way than through this painting made by Rubens. This landscape has 
some heroic character; it has character of balance, of colors, of weights, of values, 
and so on. All this is very external. What this mediates to you cannot be expressed in 
any other way than through the painting itself. The same is true also in the relation- 
ship of poetry and philosophy. The temptation may often be to confuse the issue 
by bringing too many philosophical concepts into a poem. Now this is really the 
problem; one cannot do this. If one uses philosophical language or scientific lan- 
guage, it does not mediate the same thing which is mediated in the use of really 
poetic language without a mixture of any other language. This example may show 
what I mean by the phrase “opening up of levels of reality.” But in order to do this, 
something else must be opened up—namely, levels of the soul, levels of our interior 
reality. And they must correspond to the levels in exterior reality which are opened 
up by a symbol. So every symbol is two-edged. It opens up reality and it opens up the 
soul. Here I could give the same example—namely, the artistic experience. There 
are people who are not opened up by music, or who are not opened up by poetry, 
or more of them (mostly in Protestant America) who are not opened up at all by 
visual arts. The “opening up” is a two-sided function—namely, reality in deeper 
levels and the human soul in special levels. 


If this is the function of symbols then it is obvious that symbols cannot be re- 
placed by other symbols, Every symbol has a special function which is just if and 
cannot be replaced by more or less adequate symbols. This is different from signs, 
for signs can always be replaced. If one finds that a green light is not so expedient 
as perhaps a blue light (this is not true, but could be true), then we simply put on 
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a blue light, and nothing is changed. But a symbolic word (such as the word “God’’) 
cannot be replaced. No symbol can be replaced when used in its special function. 
So one asks rightly, “How do symbols arise, and how do they come to an end?” 
As different from signs, symbols are born and die. Signs are consciously invented 
and removed. This is a fundamental difference. “Out of which womb are symbols 
born?” I would say out of the womb which is usually called today the “group un- 
conscious” or “collective unconscious,” or whatever you want to call it—out of a 
group which acknowledges, in this thing, this word, this flag, or whatever it may 
be, its own being. It is not invented intentionally ; and even if somebody would try 
to invent a symbol, as sometimes happens, then it becomes a symbol only if the 
unconscious of a group says “yes” to it. It means that something is opened up by 
it in the sense which I have just described. Now this implies further that in the 
moment in which this inner situation of the human group to a symbol has ceased to 
exist, then the symbol dies. The symbol does not “say” anything any more. In this 
way, all of the polytheistic gods have died; the situation in which they were born, 
has changed or does not exist any more, and so the symbols died. But these are 
events which cannot be described in terms of intention and invention. 


III 


Now I come to my third consideration—namely, the nature of religious sym- 
bols. Religious symbols do exactly the same thing as al! symbols do—namely, they 
open up a level of reality, which otherwise is not opened at all, which is hidden. I 
would call this the depth dimension of reality itself, the dimension of reality which is 
the ground of every other dimension and every other depth, and which therefore, 
is not one level beside the others but is the fundamental level, the level below all other 
levels, the level of being itself, or the ultimate power of being. Religious symbols 
open up the experience of the dimension of this depth in the human soul. If a reli- 
gious symbol has ceased to have this function, then it dies. And if new symbols are 
born, they are born out of a changed relationship to the ultimate ground of being, 
i. e., to the Holy. 


The dimension of ultimate reality is the dimension of the Holy. And so we can 
also say, religious symbols are symbols of the Holy. As such they participate in the 
holiness of the holy according to our basic definition of a symbol. But participation 
is not identity; they are not themselves the Holy. The wholly transcendent tran- 
scends every symbol of the Holy. Religious symbols are taken from the infinity 
of material which the experienced reality gives us. Everything in time and space has 
become at some time in the history of religion a symbol for the Holy. And this is 
naturally so, because everything that is in the world we encounter rests on the ulti- 
mate ground of being. This is the key to the otherwise extremely confusing history 
of religion. Those of you who have looked into this seeming chaos of the history 
of religion in all periods of history from the earliest primitives to the latest develop- 
ments in California, will be extremely confused about the chaotic character of this 
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development. But the key which makes order out of this chaos is comparatively 
simple. And the key is that everything in reality can impress itself as a symbol for 
a special relationship of the human mind to its own ultimate ground and meaning. 
So in order to open up the seemingly closed door to this chaos of religious symbols, 
one simply has to ask, “Which is the relationship to the ultimate which is symbolized 
in these symbols ?”’ And then they cease to be meaningless; and they become, on the 
contrary, the most revealing creations of the human mind, the most genuine ones, 
the most powerful ones, those who control the human consciousness, and perhaps 
even more the unconsciousness, and have therefore this tremendous tenacity which 
is characteristic of all religious symbols in the history of religion. 


Religion, as everything in life, stands under the law of ambiguity, “ambiguity” 
meaning that it is creative and destructive at the same time. Religion has its holiness 
and its unholiness, and the reason for this is obvious from what I have said about 
religious symbolism. Religous symbols point symbolically to that which transcends all 
of them. But since, as symbols, they participate in that to which they point, they al- 
ways have the tendency (in the human mind, of course) to replace that to which they 
are supposed to point, and to become ultimate in themselves. And in the moment 
in which they do this, they become idols. All idolatry is nothing else than the abso- 
lutizing of symbols of the Holy, and making them identical with the Holy itself. In 
this way, for instance, holy persons can become god. Ritual acts can take 
on unconditional validity, although they are only expressions of a special situ- 
ation. In all sacramental activities of religion, in all holy objects, holy books, holy 
doctrines, holy rites, you find this danger which I like to call demonization. They 
become demonic in the moment in which they become elevated to the unconditional 
and ultimate character of the Holy itself. 


IV 


Now I come to my fourth consideration—namely the levels of religious sym- 
bols. I distinguish two fundamental levels in all religious symbols: the transcendent 
level, the level which goes beyond the empirical reality we encounter, and the im- 
manent level, the level which we find within the encounter with reality. Let us first 
look at the first level, the transcendent level. The basic symbol on the transcendent 
level would be God himself. But we cannot simply say that God is a symbol. We 
must always say two things about him: we must say that there is a non-symbolic 
element in our image of God—namely that he is ultimate reality, being itself, ground 
of being, power of being ; and the other, that he is the highest being in which every- 
thing that we have does exist in the most perfect way. If we say this we have in our 
mind the image of a highest being, a being with the characteristics of highest per- 
fection. That means we have a symbol for that which is not symbolic in the idea of 
God—namely “Being Itself.” It is important, and I think more than important, to 
distinguish these two elements in the idea of God. Thus all of these discussions 
going on about God being a person or not a person, God being similar to other 
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beings or not similar, these discussions which have a great impact on the destruction 
of the religious experience through false interpretations of it, could be overcome if 
we would say, “Certainly the awareness of something unconditional is in itself what 
it is, is not symbolic.” We can call it “ Being Itself,” esse qua esse, esse ipsum, as the 
scholastics did. But in our relationship to this ultimate we symbolize and must sym- 
bolize. We could not be in communication with God if he were only “ultimate be- 
ing.” But in our relationship to him we encounter him with the highest of what we 
ourselves are, person. And so in the symbolic form of speaking about him, we have 
both that which transcends infinitely our experience of ourselves as persons, and that 
which is so adequate to our being persons that we can say, “Thou” to God, and can 
pray to him. And these two elements must be preserved, If we preserve only the ele- 
ment of the unconditional, then no relationship to God is possible. If we preserve 
only the element of the ego-thou relationship, as it is called today, we lose the ele- 
ment of the divine—namely, the unconditional which transcends subject and object 
and all other polarities. This is the first point on the transcendent level. 


The second is the qualities, the attributes of God, whatever you say about him: 
that he is love, that he is mercy, that he is power, that he is omniscient, that he is 
omnipresent, that he is almighty and all this. These attributes of God are taken from 
experienced qualities we have ourselves. They cannot be applied to God in the literal 
sense. If this is done, it leads to an infinite amount of absurdities. This again is one 
of the reasons for the destruction of religion through wrong communicative inter- 
pretation of it. And again the symbolic character of these qualities must be main- 
tained consistently. Otherwise, every speaking about the divine becomes absurd. 


A third element on the transcendent level is the acts of God. For instance, when 
we say, “He has created the world,” “He has sent his son,” “He will fulfill the 
world.” In all these temporal, causal, and other expressions we speak symbolically of 
God. And I would like here to give an example in which the four main categories 
of our finitude are combined in one small sentence: “God has sent his son.” Here 
we have in the word “has” temporality. But God is beyond our temporality, though 
not beyond every temporality. Here is space; “sending somebody” means moving 
him from one place to another place. This certainly is speaking symbolically, al- 
though spatiality is in God as an element in his creative ground. We say that he 
“has sent,” that meant that he has caused something. In this way God is subject 
to the category of causality. And when we speak of him and his Son, we have two 
different substances and apply the category of substance to him. Now all this, if 
taken literally, is absurd. If it is taken symbolically, it is a profound expression, the 
ultimate Christian expression, of the relationship between God and man in the Chris- 
tian experience. But to distinguish these two kinds of speech, the non-symbolic and 
the symbolic, in such a point is so important that if we are not able to make under- 
standable to our contemporaries that we speak symbolically when we use such lan- 
guage, they will rightly turn away from us, as from people who live still in absurdi- 
ties and superstitions. 
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Now consider the immanent level, the level of the appearances of the divine 
in time and space. Here we have first of all the incarnations of the divine, 
different beings in time and space, divine beings transmuted into animals or men 
or any kinds of other beings as they appear in time and space. This is often 
forgotten by those within Christianity who like to use in every second theological 
proposition the word, “incarnation.” They forget that this is not an especially Chris- 
tian characteristic, because incarnation is something which happens in paganism all 
the time. The divine beings always incarnate in different forms. That is very easy in 
paganism. This is not the real distinction between Christianity and other religions. 
Let me say something here, about the relationships of the transcendent to the imma- 
nent level just in connection with the incarnation idea. Historically, one must say that 
preceding both of them was the situation in which the transcendent and immanent 
were not distinguished. In the Indonesian doctrine of “Mana,” that divine mystical 
power which permeates all reality, we have some divine presence which is both im- 
manent in everything as a hidden power, and at the same time transcendent, some- 
thing which can be grasped only through very difficult ritual activities known to the 
priest. Out of this identity of the immanent and the transcendent the gods of the 
great mythologies have developed in Greece and in the Semitic nations and in India. 
There we find incarnations as the immanent element of the divine. The more trans- 
cendent the gods become, the more incarnations of personal or sacramental character 
are needed in order to overcome the remoteness of the divine which develops with 
the strengthening of the transcendent element. 


And from this follows the second element in the immanent religious symbolism 
namely, the sacramental. The sacramental is nothing else than some reality becom- 
ing the bearer of the Holy in a special way and under special circumstances. In this 
sense, the Lord’s Supper, or better the materials in the Lord’s Supper, are sym- 
bolic. Now you will ask perhaps, “only symbolic?” That sounds as if there were 
something more than symbolic namely, “literal.” But the literal is not more but less 
than symbolic. If we speak of those dimensions of reality which we cannot approach 
in any other way than by symbols, then symbols are not used in terms of “only” but 
in terms of that which is necessary, of that which we must apply. Sometimes, because 
of nothing more than the confusion of signs with symbols, the phrase “only a sym- 
bol” means “only a sign.” And then the question is justified. “Only a sign?” “No.” 
The sacrament is not only a sign. And in the famous discussion between Luther 
and Zwingli, in Marburg in 1529, it was just this point on which the discussion was 
held. Luther wanted to maintain the genuinely symbolic character of the elements, 
but Zwingli said that the sacramental materials, bread and wine, are “only sym- 
bolic.” Thus Zwingli meant that they are only signs pointing to a story of the 
past. Even in that period there was semantic confusion. And let us not be mislead 
by this. In the real sense of symbol, the sacramental materials are symbols. But if the 
symbol is used as only symbol (i.e., only signs), then of course the sacramental 
materials are more than this. 
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Then there is the third element on the immanent level. Many things, like spec- 
ial parts of the church building, like the candles, like the water at the entrance of 
the Roman Church, like the cross in all churches, especially Protestant churches, 
were originally only signs, but in use became symbols. I call them sign-symbols, 
signs which have become symbols. 


Vv 


And now I come to my last consideration— namely, the truth of religious 
symbols. Here I must distinguish a negative, a positive, and an absolute statement. 
First the negative statement. Symbols are independent of any empirical criticism. 
You cannot kill a symbol by criticism in terms of natural sciences or in terms of 
historical research. As I said, symbols can only die if the situation in which they 
have been created has passed. Symbols are not on a level on which empirical criticism 
can dismiss them. I will give you two examples, both connected with Mary, the 
mother of Jesus, as Holy Virgin. Here you have first of all a symbol which has 
died in Protestanism by the changed situation of the relation to God. The special, 
direct, immediate relationship to God, makes any mediating power impossible. An- 
other reason which has made this symbol disappear is the negation of the ascetic 
element which is implied in the glorification of virginity. And as long as the Protes- 
tant religious situation lasts it cannot be reestablished. It has not died because Pro- 
testant scholars have said, ““Now there is no empirical reason for saying all this about 
the Holy Virgin.” There certainly is not, but this the Roman Church also knows. 
But the Roman Church sticks to it on the basis of its tremendous symbolic power 
which step by step brings her nearer to Trinity itself, especially in the development 
of the last decade. If this should ever be completed as is now discussed in groups of 
the Roman Church, Mary would become co-Saviour with Jesus. Then, whether this 
is admitted or not, she is actually taken into the divinity itself. Another example 
is the story of the virginal birth of Jesus. This is from the point of view of his- 
torical research a most obviously legendary story, unknown to Paul and to John. 
It is a late creation, trying to make understandable the full possession of the divine 
Spirit of Jesus of Nazareth. But again its legendary character is not the reason why 
this symbol will die or has died in many groups of people, in even quite conserva- 
tive groups within the Protestant churches. The reason is different. The reason 
is that it is theologically quasi-heretical. It takes away one of the fundamental doc- 
trines of Chalcedon, viz., the classical Christian doctrine that the full humanity of 
Jesus must be maintained beside his whole divinity. A human being who has no 
human father has no full humanity. This story, then has to be criticized on inner- 
symbolic grounds, but not on historical grounds. This is the negative statement 
about the truth of religious symbols. Their truth is their adequacy to the religious 
situation in which they are created, and their inadequacy to another situation is their 
untruth. In the last sentence both the positive and the negative statement about 
symbols are contained. Only a few words about the absolute statement about the 
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truth of religious symbols. I said that religion is ambiguous and that every religious 
symbol may became idolatrous, may be demonized, may elevate itself to ultimate 
validity although nothing is ultimate but the ultimate itself; no religious doctrine 
and no religious ritual may be. I believe that if Christianity claims to have a truth 
superior to any other truth in its symbolism, then it is the symbol of the cross in 
which this is expressed, the cross of the Christ. He who himself embodies the full- 
ness of the divine’s presence sacrifices himself in order not to became an idol, an- 
other god beside God, a god into whom the disciples wanted to make him. And 
therefore the decisive story is the story in which he accepts the title “Christ” when 
Peter offers it to him. He accepts it under the one condition that he has to go to 
Jerusalem to suffer and to die; that means to deny the idolatrous tendency even 
with respect to himself. This is at the same time the criterion of all other symbols, 
and it is the criterion to which every Christian church should subject itself. 
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The Necessity of Faith 


JoserH SITTLER 


fj TRIED MY BEST so to read the printed subject that was sent to me, “The 
Bea Necessity of Faith,” to make it read, “The Necessity for Faith.” If it could 

have been made to read that way I would have been offered an homilectical 
opportunity to which I would have risen like a Minnesota pickerel! But no matter 
how hard I looked at it, there is was—‘‘The Necessity of Faith,” and I felt it there- 
fore rather obligatory that I do what I was asked to do and talk on the subject as 
stated. And the harder I looked at it the more I saw that a first task must be to an- 
alyze the proposition. Such an analysis ought to provide the occasion to make certain 
other propositions with which I am certain, following the luncheon today with my 


colleagues, we will have a happy time. 





The second introductory statement I must make is that I think it is sporting 
that a man should announce his assumptions— concede that he does not carry 
within himself the entire corpus of the Christian tradition and admit that within 
this mighty home he lives within a particular house. And, therefore, I have assumed 
as follows: These are called “Christian Conversations,” and I am not talking about 
religion or of religiousness in general, or about faith in general; I want to talk 
about faith as it is understood within the Christian tradition. Second, I stand within 
the Reformed tradition, and within that Reformed tradition, a Lutheran. I have 
announced this not because I am either boasting or ashamed of it, but because it es- 
tablishes the clear position from which I speak. 


I 


It is necessary to analyze the topic that has been chosen so as to define what 
is the purpose of this hour. These afternoons are supposed to be in the nature 
of conversations. The sine qua non of a useful and fructifying conversation is that 
all parties to it have a consensus about primary terms. The three terms that are 
used in this phrase are all capable of various interpretations, and if we place 
these alternatives clearly before us and then state in precisely what sense each 
one is understood in the paper that opens the discussion there will follow, we hope, 
not perhaps agreement, but useful because clarifying conversation. 


Therefore, I begin with certain observations about the word, faith, in order to 
excise the particularity of Christian faith and define what it means as over and 
against other legitimate but not at this moment proper uses of the word in the 
context of this conversation. By the word, faith, we commonly mean religious faith ; 
and by religious faith in general we usually mean an acknowledgment of and some 
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degree of effective relationship to a super-individual reality. If one sustains within 
his life this relationship, then he believes himself to maintain a relationship of faith. 
That to which one is so related need not be a holy someone or a holy purpose. This 
thing to which one relates himself in faith may be but an aspect of individual or 
community consciousness, for instance, sensitivity, or sympathy, or any constant 
which he believes good and which he finds pervasive in the history of human be- 
havior, like openness to a community. What one calls faith in a general religious 
sense may be but confidence in the sheer value of human aspiration—aspiration 
toward moral achievement which is beyond any which at the moment has been 
arrived at. 


If some of you have been reading the series of syndicated articles, “This I 
Believe”, you will have observed that the words faith and belief are so widely used 
that one gets the impression that if this tent of the word faith covers all the various 
things in which people say they believe, then obviously the word faith has lost alf 
precision. That may even be called faith in God which by analysis turns out to have 
a non-Christian content. God, that is, may be a name given to what Santayana call- 
ed “animal faith”’—a vital consciousness of a continuity and a dependability which 
is based upon no other ground than the observations of the regularities and creat- 
ivities of all-sustaining nature. What Santayana calls “animal faith”, and for the 
object of which he sometimes uses the word “God”, may be completely devoid of 
everything that the Christian tradition has meant by faith. 


Or there is another option: one uses the term “philosophical faith.” This is 
commonly used to indicate that service to the religious impulse which is done by 
certain philosophical surmises. That is, when a theologian or a person with a reli- 
gious bent uses the term, “philosophical faith”, they indicate that aspect of the phi- 
losophical enterprise which seems to second the motion of the religious impulse or 
to give some support to religious surmises. This philosophical faith is generally of 
an idealistic kind. If, for instance, one is persuaded that idealism gives a satisfying 
explanation of the nature of things so that goodness, and beauty, and truth, etc., 
are realities in which men to a greater or lesser degree participate, this assumption 
may do service for what in another person may only be adequately supplied by a 
thorough-going religious faith. It may fill the space created by man’s desire for ade- 
quate and coherent world-order. 

II 

Now the second word in the title. I wish to point out several ways in which 
the word, necessity, can be used, It is my conviction, as I hope to elaborate in a 
moment, that the term cannot be used at all about faith! Therefore, we have got 
to make clear, by saying what are the ways in which the word can properly be used, 
the assertion that in this context it ought not be used at all. Necessity is a term in 
logic, first of all. When so used, it indicates that an established proposition must, 
of logical necessity, be followed by another proposition and that the validity of the 
second is bestowed by the unassailable soundness of the first. Second, the word, 
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necessity, may be used in moral analysis. For instance. when Shakespeare says (and 
he put this significantly upon the lips of one of the fattest balloons that he ever 
created), “To thine own self be true, and it must follow as the night the day, thou 
canst not be false to any man:”—that is a highly dubious proposition on the em- 
pirical face of it. But it is within a context in which the word, necessity, has received 
a popular and accepted meaning. When used in this context the word means to in- 
dicate that there are certain values, regularities, sequences,in the mortal moral order. 
And confidence in this regularity and dependability can be the object of faith, as- 
sumed to be derived of necessity from the structure and operation of moral forces. 
“.. . it must follow as the night the day, thou canst not be false to any man.” That is 
the legitimate and proper use of the word, necessity; but such a use is illegitimate 
when used about Christian faith. 


There is a third use of the word that I want to deal with here in order that 
we may recognize its illegitimate character in this company, and eliminate it. The 
word faith is sometimes simply a powerful way to give expression to a need. Such 
is simply a tactical use of the word. That is, faith can be used tactically in order 
to give a powerful expression to a sense of need so that others will be called 
to support a certain situation or to advance toward a certain goal. Let me illustrate. 
We ought to attend to this use of the word in this sense very closely, because it is 
presently being used in that way by devotees of various idolatries which run all the 
way from patriotism to forms of material production and distribution. Persons use 
the word as a powerful term to win converts. An analysis, for instance, of what 
underlies the point of view of the journal, Christian Economics, which calls for 
the necessity of faith, reveals that the real God is a form of organization of so- 
ciety,—and what they want faith for is to support that organization. Religious faith 
which identifies the historical purposes of God and this form of organization is de- 
clared necessary. It is not a logical necessity ; it is obviously not a moral necessity. 
For other forms are thinkable and have actually existed. But the use of the term in 
this instance is a tactical device. 


None of these uses of the word, faith, is precise and none of these elaborations 
of necessity is true to the meaning of the term. For the following reasons: Faith, 
as I have spoken of it, is but a term loosely used to indicate an activity or a con- 
fidence or a relationship, which ought more accurately to be described in other ways. 
What is indicated by the term as we have now used it is rather (a) an assumption 
of a value priority, (b) a judgment as to the regularity of an aspect of actuality 
which gives us confidence towards the future, or (c) a calculated confidence which 
plays the same role in practical life as a Dun and Bradstreet rating plays in mer- 
chandising life. For instance, I heard a Senator (I do believe it was a Senator from 
Minnesota!) not so long ago, talking about religious faith. As an analogy for faith, 
he talked about the world of credit. He was appealing, in a lay sermon, for faith 
in God. Credit is faith! The whole business world understands it, and all use it 
in the merchandising field. We all operate with faith! 
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Now this in an extremely perilous kind of talk. The extension of credit is a 
calculated risk. It ought not to be called an act of faith. The stores know jolly well 
which people pay their bills! A certain company from which I bought something not 
long ago said that I could charge up to $100 worth, but not $200; they know me 
better than I know myself! This extension of observed regularities of behavior into 
prognostications about the future is a calculated risk and it ought not to be called 
faith. The same understanding of the word necessity shows that the term is not 
intelligible if used as a modifier of faith. Even the misuse of the term faith, as we 
have considered such misuse, ought not to be connected with the proper use of the 
word, necessity. And a properly concise use of the term, as I hope to show ina 
moment, would require a term not only of a different, but a completely opposite, 
order. 


III 


The constructive part of my task I hope to accomplish by an elaboration of 
four propositions. First: The affirmations of faith are faith’s affirmations about 
God. They are, therefore, radically different from all rational metaphysics and can- 
not be derived from or immediately connected with metaphysical propositions. Now 
all I am saying is that affirmations of faith are affirmations of faith! This sounds 
tautological and, hence, unnecessary! But the history of Christian and other areas in 
Western thought reveal that again and again this has been ignored. What this pro- 
position seeks to insure is that we keep a clear and clean distinction between the 
affirmations of metaphysics, which have a legitimacy and a methodology of their 
own, and the affirmations of faith. Since Christian faith is faith in God who has 
revealed Himself in Christ, faith has something very definite to say about God. This 
definiteness, however, and its content, have their foundation in God’s disclosure of 
Himself and nowhere else. They do not rest upon rational demonstration or theo- 
retical or logical argumentation. I am not saying that these affirmations when known 
and certainly held do not have an influence upon and profound intellectual connec- 
tions with all areas of inquiry, But they are not conclusions drawn from what can be 
demonstrated about the world or history or humanity. Faith does not become cer- 
tain upon the basis of logical proof. From the point of view of man’s activity, faith 
has the character of decision. Its quality is that of audacity or daring. This must 
be said as over and against rationalism, particularly the rationalism of the last 
phase of the Enlightenment which is still so powerfully at work among us. The 
affirmations of faith were simply identified with rational metaphysics. At the same 
time both theologians and metaphysicians spoke of pure articles and mixed articles. 
And among these mixed articles of theology (that is, articles that were mixed in 
that they were derived partly from reason and partly from revelation) were 
the propositions about God. Thus, metaphysics found a place in the very center of 
the conception of faith. The result was that faith was confused with supposed the- 
oretical knowledge and the nature of the Christian conception of God was ser- 
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iously obscured. It is the purpose of theology, as I understand it, to understand 
faith in its particularity ; not to prove or establish it, but to understand its nature 
and claim. Hence, theology contributes both to the categories of philosophical and 
theological thought when it acknowledges the different character of the affirmations 
of faith and the affirmations of metaphysics. 


The second: The affirmations of faith are, without exception, of a symbolic 
character. Since God is the whole content of Christian faith, and since the expres- 
sions which must be used in faith’s affirmations about God belong to this world, 
the affirmations necessarily are of a figurative and symbolic character. God is to 
faith the Eternal who cannot be contained in the limits of time and space. But, our 
categories do belong within the limits of time and space and they are intelligible 
only when the limits are recognized and observed. If theology pretends to speak of 
God in conclusive terms that pretension is a sure sign that the interpretation of 
faith has become metaphysical and that the God of faith has been changed into an 
object among other objects. All the words used by faith to designate the being and 
attributes of God are taken from personal life: love, wrath, the Father. These are all 
human figures of speech and faith is fully conscious of their symbolic character. 
They are not, therefore, dispensible terms; on the contrary they convey the very 
richest treasures. 


This situation presents a two-fold temptation. On the one hand, theology may 
become independent of all figures and seek to make its exposition of the content of 
faith completely free of all anthropomorphic character. This peril appears in scho- 
lastic theology and won there a tremendous, although a dubious, and brief victory. 
It appears, also, in all efforts to elaborate idealistic philosophy so as to make it 
adequate for theology. The other peril is that theology itself tends to regard sym- 
bolic expressions as adequate definitions. An illustration will clarify what is meant 
by this assertion. Biblical theology must come to terms with a phrase which no 
amount of criticism of biblical literature can get rid of, “the wrath of God”, an 
obviously anthropomorphic term. What this term points to, intends, and reminds 
us of is often rejected because of its figurative and symbolic character. But when this 
happens something central to the concept of the holiness of God is completely ignor- 
ed or evaded. Theology must avoid both temptations: the temptation to subsume its 
particular kind of speech under general metaphysical categories, and hence destroy 
their particularity, and, on the other side, the temptation to regard its figurative and 
symbolic ways of expression as definitions which are identical with and at every 
point logically adequate to their object. 


The third affirmation is as follows: The affirmations of faith are statements 
about God’s revelation or self-disclosure ; they do not pretend to speak from within 
God. God is to faith, to use the language of older theology, at one and the same 
time Deus Revelatus (the God who has disclosed Himself, but who is in Himself 
not identical with or exhausted in that revelation) and Deus Abscondimms (God in 
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the paradoxical form of his revelation, as He is in Himself and not in man’s know- 
ledge). God, as He is in Himself, lies beyond any refinement of epistemological 
methodology or any other approach. But the Deus Revelatus is the God who has 
disclosed His nature and meaning and will. And this is the God with whom theology 
has to do. The problem is to ask what this means for the affirmations of faith. It 
is obvious that the idea of the hidden God limits the scope and the ambitions of the 
affirmations of faith. Faith does not know or see all, nor does it look at the whole 
of things with the eyes of God, and it makes no such pretension. Faith understands, 
but it understands in part. It sees, but it, too, sees through the darkened glass. 
Faith does not have a ready answer to all the problems of the human spirit or to 
all the issues that arise in human existence, The revelation of God means a reve- 
lation of God’s character in terms of His will and disposition toward us. And faith 
does declare a knowledge of that and provides a sure foundation for life. But this 
does not mean that all obscurity that surrounds and pervades human existence is 
by such a relationship obliterated. It does not claim that all these obscurities 
whether known in solitude or in community are evaporated by virtue of the gift 
of faith. The idea of the Deus Absconditus, of the hidden God, simply means for 
faith that limits must not be transgressed, that God, as He is in Himself, is no pos- 
sible inquiry even for Christian theology. The term, “the mystery of God”, is the 
New Testament way of putting the matter. That the ultimate victory should be given 
in an overcome man ; that love-dying should be love-victorious, that a death should 
become the door to life—all of this is the heart of the mystery of God. 


But, the word mystery as I am using it here must be disengaged from that 
popular use whereby we talk about a mystery story. A mystery story is a story the 
mystery of which is evaporated when we find out who-dunnit. The mystery is no 
longer a mystery when you get to the last page. It is a mystery which is done away 
with in the disclosure of that which seemed mysterious because we didn’t know the 
facts. Now, when religious speech uses the term mystery it does not use it to mean 
that which revelation evaporates or eliminates, but rather it is a pointing to, and an 
acknowledgment of its inability to master, that which evades all cognitive efforts. 
A true mystery remains a mystery even in its disclosure. Its salvatory gift can 
never be transformed into explicatory propositions. For instance when one says 
that God is love, this affirmation of faith comprehends in the sense that it grasps 
what is offered and lives by it. But this faith understands and comprehends in a way 
that also acknowledges that this love “passeth knowledge” and “passeth under- 
standing.” I comprehend and understand this love when I accept it and live by it; 
but I do not comprehend it in the sense that I ever understand this kind of love !— 
which loves the unlovable, the rebellious, and that which scorns it. I have no empiri- 
cal material on which to say I can understand how God loves the sinner. In that sense 
the mystery remains a mystery. But the fact of the mystery of God’s love becomes 
an “open mystery” when I accept the fact of it and live by it. 
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In the bibical terminology, the miracle (which we usually understand as cons- 
tituting a nature-problem, a wonder, an inexplicable phenomenon) is not pre- 
sented to us for that kind of judgment at all. The biblical speech announces mira- 
cles as signs advertising the mystery of God. In recent studies, a graduate student 
at my school undertook to examine the context of all the miracles that are declared 
to have been done by Christ in order to see if, in the New Testament documents, 
there is a vocabulary of response, a particular terminology which indicates how the 
men of Jesus’ time and place were effected by the miraculous happening. This study 
found out that the word Ekstasis is almost a technical term in the New Testament 
for the kind of response which is evoked by the mystery of God. Miracle and ecs- 
tacy belong together. That is to say, the revelation of the mystery of God is creative, 
of a kind of response, which is proper to itself. The content of the mystery and the 
content of the response are absolute categories whose integrity belongs to the salva- 
tion-drama of the Bible. They are not capable, without distortion and reduction, of 
being subsumed under non-biblical categories. 


Now the fourth affirmation: The affirmations of faith have a paradoxical 
character. The paradox in the affirmations of faith is not of a temporary character 
which might be removed by a more refined analysis; it is of the structure of the 
affirmations. It inheres in the affirmations of faith because these directly or indirect- 
ly are affirmations about God. As long as faith asserts the reality of the God who 
works in history, who is at one and the same time the Eternal and the One who is 
contemporaneously active in history, then paradox will have to inhere. I can illus- 
trate in this way. How shall faith make an assertion about God who is soverign 
and Who, so it is declared, engaged Himself in historic decisions, in battles, and 
Who, in supreme revelation, died in the struggle ? How can faith speak of sin which 
is declared both as something given and at the same time as personally actualized 
in my will, except in terms of paradox? I say I have faith in God; and yet I know, 
at the moment I say that, that I do not have this faith as something that I possess 
(as I possess a jacket and a handkerchief and a wristwatch) but that I am possessed 
by this faith. In order to make this double statement, I must use paradoxical lan- 
guage. Luther said it very clearly when he said that the man of faith is always at 
one and the same time justified man and sinner. Paradox, to be sure, but confirmed 
in the life of every believer. But these are religious paradoxes; the paradoxes of 
faith’s statements. If one says that God in forgiveness receives the sinner into com- 
munion with himself, that God does that is a paradoxical act. But is is not a con- 
tradiction as a proposition of faith. 


IV 


Now a concluding word about the certainty of faith. The certainty of faith 
is not initially a psychological thing; it is a certainty about the revelation of God 
whereby faith lives. This certainty possesses a witnessing, life-formative character 
but not a logically demonstrable character. The word, necessary, should not be used 
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of it. The idea that it can be based on rational proofs is contrary to the nature 
of both science and faith. That is why, for instance, biblical theology, within 
which tradition I operate, can today greet the workers in logical analysis as col- 
leagues and not as enemies. They seek to bring clarity and precision into the use 
of propositional language. And therefore one who operates with biblical theology, 
who is concerned to excise the particularity of biblical and one strand of historical 
theological speech is not thrown into a professional tizzy by the appearance of logical 
analysis of language. Neither does the certainty of faith possess a pragmatic char- 
acter. It cannot be certified by citing the significance of faith for other areas of 
life. And this, it seems to me, is the usual homiletical betrayal of Christian 
theology — that it tries to certify the reality and the validity of faith by showing 
it to be useful in other areas of life which have nothing to do with faith. There 
may be a connection between my relationship to God and the state of my ulcers; 
but to argue that faith has, therefore, a greater validity is both bad religion and 
impossible logic. These relationships, to be sure, exist; they are so central and pas- 
sionate and permeative that the faith-relationship can by no means be locked up 
within the theological personality but creates an existence for the individual which 
colors everything that he touches, everything he knows. These relationships are a 
large part of Western history. The role of faith in culture is discernible and vast. 
And the fact that I have not talked about it does not mean that I do not know 
anything about it or enjoy it. But it was not my purpose to point to that today. I am 
simply trying to say that this kind of pragmatic validation is always a temptation to 
Christian theology, for it is contrary to the theocentric character of faith and is more 
apt to confuse than to establish it. 
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The Difficulties Which the Scientist Experiences In 
Accepting Theological Statements 


PETER ALEXANDER 


9G #04 T IS THE DUTY of a Devil’s Advocate to put the opposing case as strongly 
y | a as possible. It would perhaps be pleasant and exciting if I could arouse the 


sort of storm for which Nineteenth Century discussions of science and re- 
ligion are notorious, but I fear that I shall be unable to do this. I hope that I shall 
not be thought, therefore, to have failed in my task. I am unable to do it because 
I believe that many of those discussions were mistaken in assuming a conflict where 
none existed. I do not think that there is, or need be, a serious conflict between 
science and religion, in the sense that new discoveries in science can threaten the 
essential beliefs of Christianity. I do not mean that there was a dispute which has 
been settled in one way or the other, in favour of science or religion, but that it 
was never a real dispute. There can be no question of refusing to accept, on re- 
ligious or theological grounds, any established scientific statement, but this need 
hold no terrors for the theologian since he can consistently accommodate any such 
statement without being untrue to his faith. 

But, it may be asked, if there is no conflict, no real dispute, why should we 
waste time discussing it? There is a very good reason. There are many people for 
whom the alleged conflict still seems a real one, and if they can be led to see its 
unreality, so much the better for both their science and their religion. It may be 
perennially necessary to deny the conflict, for I suspect that the belief in it sur- 
vives because people want it to survive. Life is uncomfortable with opponents but 
dull without them: with vanquished opponents it is both comfortable and glorious. 

I had better make clear what I intend to do by first saying what I do not in- 
tend to do. I am an unbeliever but have no objection to anyone holding religious be- 
liefs, so I have no desire to show, even if I could, that religious beliefs are untenable. 
I do not think that they need be dangerous or any sort of opium, although, of course, 
they may be, like any other important beliefs. The essential difference between a 
believer and an unbeliever, it seems to me, is that one believes and the other does 
not. For reasons which I hope will become obvious, I think that there is little that 
can be done about reconciliation by rational means. I do not wish to give a factual 
account of the difficulties scientists actually do experience in accepting theological 
statements, but to consider the difficulties an intelligent and unbiased scientist 
ought, in my view, to experience. I hope this is not presumptuous of me. I propose 
mainly to consider the logic of scientific and theological statements in general, especi- 
ally as they involve the notion of evidence. 

I. THe AvLiecep ConFLict 

There are three main respects in which science and religion may appear to 

conflict. One of these is far more fundamental than the other two. I must outline 
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them if only for the sake of making it clear that I am limiting my remarks mainly 
to this most important respect. 


(1) Certain theological statements appear to conflict with certain scientific 
statements about the date and nature of particular events. Such was the basis of the 
controversy about the age of the earth and the order of its creation. The account 
according to the Scriptures is very different from the account according to Hoyle. 
The theologian cannot, of course, ignore the scientist’s account but he can settle 
the dispute without loss of face by admitting the accuracy of this account and re- 
interpreting the Scriptures or regarding them, in this respect, as speaking in myth 
or allegory. It is not essential to Christian belief to hold that the world began in 
4004 B. C. This, therefore, need not be a fundamental conflict. 


(2) Certain theological statements purport to record, and account for, the 
occurrence of events which appear to violate established scientific Jaws, as distinct 
from scientific statements reporting particular events. I refer, especially, to the 
accounts of miracles. The Virgin Birth, the making of wine from water, and the 
feeding of the five thousand, taken literally, violate the laws of human conception, 
chemical composition, and the nutritional requirements of men. I am not sure that 
the scientist is justified in saying that these things couldn’t have happened but he 
may, with justification, say that it is highly improbable that they did. It is clear 
that the theologian need not stand out for the literal acceptance of these accounts 
in the face of all opposition. He can deal with them in various ways. Some may be 
regarded as the result of the carelessness or exuberance of their witnesses and 
chroniclers, some may be explained in scientific terms on the basis of 
mechanisms since discovered, and others may be regarded as myths, allegories or 
parables. It is not essential to Christian belief that miracles be accepted at their face 
value, so this kind of conflict need not be fundamental. 


There is a good deal that might be said about these kinds of apparent conflict. 
Here, I merely wish to emphasize that they may be regarded as being of secondary 
importance. I do not want to deny that parts of Christian doctrine may have to be 
revised as science advances, but only that such advances can shake the central be- 
liefs of Christianity. A Christian need not stake everything upon the peripheral 
beliefs which science can touch, and Christians do, indeed, disagree about them. A 
man may refuse to accept deductions from the Scriptures about the age of the earth 
and refuse to accept the miracles, but still remain a Christian. 


On the other hand, one cannot remain a Christian and refuse to believe in the 
Christian God. One cannot remain a Christian while regarding God as a myth, how- 
ever important a myth. Belief in God’s existence, attributes and works are what I 
mean by the central beliefs of Christianity. This brings me to the third respect in 
which scientific and theological statements may appear to conflict. This, if it is a 
conflict, must be a fundamental one. 
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(3) Statements about God’s existence, attributes and works, and about our 
knowledge of them, appear to conflict with the scientific account of the world, which 
attempts to explain everything in mechanical terms. The argument goes something 
like this. The scientist says that it is theoretically possible to give a complete account 
of every natural event in scientific terms, an account which begins with, and is al- 
ways related to, observation by means of the five senses. The Christian replies that 
this is not enough, for it leaves out the God who created and watches over all this, 
His love and goodness, His purposes and designs, It fails to see the world as the 
consequence of the Divine will, love and power, and gives an inaccurate picture of 
human personality. The scientist, relying on a principle of economy, says, “But 
every event can be given a naturalistic explanation, which is, or will be, complete and 
satisfactory, so why import another conception? Why multiply entities beyond ne- 
cessity? If I can tell you down to the last detail how the watch works, how the 
spring drives the wheels, what force is necessary, how the balance wheel regulates 
it, and so on, where is the need to postulate an invisible and intangible goblin to 
make it go?” To which the Christian is likely to reply, “But this is different. God 
exists and this at once makes your account incomplete. Your descriptions may be 
perfectly satisfactory within the scientific context, but don’t you see that everything 
you describe has a meaning and a purpose?” The scientist is inclined to answer, 
“No, I don’t! Moreover, I want to be told how you know that God exists.” And the 
religious person replies, “But don’t you see that the very pattern you discover 
supports the existence of a Divinity with purposes? Don’t you see the purpose in 
the pattern?” And so it goes on. 


My dialogue is crude. It could be put much more subtly on both sides, and in 
much greater detail, but it will serve my purpose. I sketch merely the general lines 
of the argument. It looks as if there is a real conflict but only, I suggest, because 
both are mistaken about what is at stake, and so they conduct their argument in 
misleading terms, It is of the utmost importance to examine the way in which they 
are misleading for in seeing why the conflict is an unreal one we discover whether 
there is any genuine disagreement left. There are two fundamental and connected 
points involved which lead to confusion. 


(1) The word “evidence” is used in different senses. The scientist knows what 
evidence is, knows what counts as evidence, in the scientific context. He makes a 
mistake if he takes it for granted that this is, self-evidently, the only kind of evi- 
dence. The theologian uses the word “evidence” in what is, by scientific standards, 
an extended sense, and he makes a mistake if he omits to point out, as he usually 
does, just how it is extended. 


(2) Different questions, even questions of logically different kinds, may be 
framed in the same words, and so may their answers. To understand explanations 
or descriptions we must be clear that they are answers to questions, and we must 
know precisely what kinds of questions they are. 
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I shall discuss these two points in turn and this, I think, will bring out the 
difficulties for the scientist about which I am enquiring. 


II. Evipence 


The scientist is concerned to ask questions about the world which is open to 
our everyday experience through the five senses and to answer them by statements 
which are testable through these senses. These statements need not, of course, be 
directly testable by such observation: this would rule out statements about perfect 
gases, protons and electrons, light waves, and so on. They may refer to entities 
which are in principle (that is, theoretically,) unobservable, as long as every state- 
ment is tied down somewhere to observation in such a way that, if the observations 
were different, some of the theoretical statements would have to be different. Put- 
ting it the other way about, no scientific statement may be accepted unless it gives 
consequences which square with the observed state of affairs; if the observed state 
of affairs does not correspond with these deduced consequences then the statement 
must be rejected. A statement in science can only be said to be “true” or “estab- 
lished” if its falsity would make some difference to what we observe. A highly 
schematized and inaccurate example might be — because the electrons of the sodium 
atom revolve in certain specified directions, sodium chloride is white. There would 
be no sense in saying this sort of thing if their revolving in any other direction 
would also result in sodium chloride being white. 


One consequence of this criterion for the acceptance of statements in science 
is that we can start from agreement upon the facts which have to be described 
or explained, and we can command agreement at all points in the explanation be- 
cause it is possible for all of us to do the same deductions and make the same 
observations. The scientist is thus accepting a criterion of publicity and regarding 
agreement as of the first importance, He may even go too far in this, and expect his 
rule of science to be a rule governing all statements whatever, although it is by no 
means self-evident that this should be so. 


At this point I must still a criticism which I dimly hear stirring, It may be 
said that this canon has not always been part of science and that our conception 
of science may change so that in the future, we may not demand agreement and 
this rigid reliance upon the five senses. I think this unlikely, but it would be foolish 
to deny that it might happen. It is, however, irrelevant to my theme. Scientific and 
theological statements appear to conflict just because science is defined in this way, 
and this is the apparent conflict we must consider. If science is defined in another 
way at some other time, there may then be a conflict or there may not. There may 
not then even appear to be a conflict. We cannot count that chicken until we know 
that it is not a swan. 


Now, the point I wish to bring out about evidence may seem trivial but it is not 
so obvious that people have not been misled about it. The observations from which 
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scientists start, and to which they continually return, form the evidence for their 
established statements, whether these statements are directly testable by observa- 
tion or only linked to observation by a series of deductions. This fact gives the 
scientific meaning to “evidence.” When we ask for evidence in a scientific context 
we mean observational evidence. Certain observations may count in favour of a 
scientific statement, others may count against it; the scientist’s task is to weigh the 
favourable against the unfavourable evidence and accept the statement if the favour- 
able largely outweighs the unfavourable. But, what is perhaps more important, all 
this is involved, I think, in the usual common-sense meaning of “evidence.” It is, 
too, supported by the derivation of the word itself, for what that is worth. . 


Moreover, both the scientific and the common-sense meanings of the word 
involve the condition that A is evidence for B only if it is at least theoretically pos- 
sible to discover B in a different way, either by direct observation or through evi- 
dence other than A. The sound of trumpeting coming from the next room is evi- 
dence for the presence of an elephant there, only if we can discover the elephant by 
some direct method, such as looking or feeling, or collect more evidence for its pres- 
ence, for instance, by finding footprints or seeing that the hay we put there has 
vanished. Suppose I claim that this trumpeting is evidence for the presence of an 
elephant and you look but cannot see it. The following dialogue might ensue. 


You: Look, you were wrong, there is no elephant here. I can’t see it and there 
is nowhere for an elephant to hide. 
I: Oh, but it’s an invisible elephant. 
You: But I can’t feel it either, and I can walk all over the room unhampered. 
I: Ah, no, this elephant is intangible, too. 
You: Can it be smelt or heard? 
I: It has no smell and the only sound it makes is this trumpeting. 
You: I should not like to have to taste an elephant! 
I: There’s no point, this one has no taste. 

You: But I’ve been through all the senses and the only one that is any use 
here is hearing—and that for one sound only. There are no footprints, 
nor any other sign of an elephant. Might there be any other signs? 

I: No, this is the only sign possible —for this sort of elephant. 

You: But how do you know that it’s not an invisible and intangible trumpet 
player? 

I: But it sounds exactly like an elephant. 

You: I mean a very clever trumpet player. 

I: You mean one who can imitate an elephant’s trumpeting so that no one 
can detect the difference? 

You: Yes, and now do you say that the trumpeting is evidence for the pres- 
ence of such an elephant, rather than for the presence of such a trumpet 
player ? 
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I: No, I suppose not. 
You: Then it isn’t evidence for either, is it? 

At which point I change the subject or simply affirm my belief in the elephant’s 
presence in spite of the lack of evidence. And you, of course, would be right. Un- 
less there is some other, independent, evidence which it is at least theoretically pos- 
sible to obtain, there is no sense, according to the scientific and ordinary common- 
sense usage, in calling the trumpeting evidence for the presence of an elephant, This 
is supported by the use of circumstantial evidence in the courts. The assumption 
underlying its use is that if there can be evidence then there could have been eye- 
witnesses, even if in fact there happened to be none. 


These two elements in the usual meaning of “evidence” lie behind the ques- 
tion which I earlier supposed the scientist to ask the theologian — “How do you 
know there is a God, a Being with those special attributes you ascribe to God?” The 
scientist regards reference to observation and the possibility of independent check- 
ing as involved in the meaning of “evidence,” can, as a scientist, admit only one 
ultimate way of getting to know things, namely, through observation. The theolo- 
gian appears to be claiming some other means of getting to know things, and claim- 
ing a kind of evidence which fails to conform to the scientific criteria. Scientists 
sometimes go even farther than this and hold that, in the last resort, all knowledge 
must be based on observation and that there is only one meaning of “evidence,” 
the scientific meaning, so that the Christian appears to be claiming knowledge which, 
in consequence, he could not have. Such a scientist sees the conflict as concern- 
ing the way in which knowledge is to be obtained and what “evidence” means. 


This is a little extravagant, but, up to a point he is justified, for in our normal 
everyday experience we do rely very heavily on these criteria for knowledge and 
evidence. Moreover, they have a clear and unambiguous meaning which we all, in 
certain contexts, accept. Where he is wrong, it seems to me, is in assuming that 
there are no other ways of obtaining what may sensibly be called “knowledge,” and 
that there is no other permissible use of the word “evidence.” In the face of claims 
to the contrary by intelligent people, this is something which cannot be assumed 
but must be shown. 


On the other hand, since we all use and understand these words in this 
sense, whereas not everyone sees the point of using them in other senses, it might 
justly be argued that the onus is on those who do see the point to explain it. That 
is, the theologian who sees himself as the opponent of this hard-headed scientific 
view may be at fault for seeming to use “knowledge” and “evidence” in their 
ordinary senses, but covertly breaking the rules of these senses. 


Consider the sort of thing that is sometimes said about evidence in the 
theological context. “The design and organization we find in the world is evidence 
for the existence of the Christian God.” “If you look at it in the right frame of 
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mind, the pattern looks purposeful. This is evidence for the existence of a creator 
with purposes.” “The facts the scientist describes have a meaning—they are signs 
of the existence of a Divine Being.” “As I go about my daily tasks I meet a Person 
in every situation.” Now there are two important things to notice here. First, it is 
not that some facts, some features of the pattern, are evidence for and others evidence 
against the existence of God. Any fact will do, any kind of pattern. It is the pattern 
as a whole that counts, or rather, the fact that there is a pattern. We are not asked to 
weigh the evidence and conclude that the balance in favour indicates a slight or a 
high probability that God exists. This is not how it works at all, and this is where 
it is not like evidence in the usual sense. What we have to do is, Pangloss-like, to 
show how apparently conflicting evidence can be reconciled with belief in a Divinely 
created and guided world. 


This is shown by the kind of problem which is presented by pain and evil, and 
the way in which it is treated. The existence of pain and evil in the world has pre- 
sented a problem for the convinced Christian but has not, I think, usually been 
regarded by him as evidence against the existence of God, to be weighed against 
the existence of goodness as positive evidence. The problem, for him, is to fit them 
into a universe which was created by such a God. It is a foregone conclusion that 
this can be done because of God’s characteristics ; the problem concerns how it is 
to be done. According to the normal canons of evidence, if the presence of goodness 
in the world is evidence for the existence of God, then the presence of evil is 
evidence against. That neither is being used as evidence, in the usual sense, is shown 
by the fact that no one could have done the necessary sum and, as far as I know, 
no one has tried. Few Christians would, I think, stake their belief in God upon 
their finding that there was more goodness in the world than evil, more good men 
than bad, or that bad men can be reformed. 


Imagine that the following point were put to a convinced Christian. “Suppose 


the pattern were much less clear and simple than it is, suppose there were much less 
regularity than we find, would this make the existence of God less probable?” The 
convinced Christian would surely answer “No”. He would say something about 
God working in a mysterious way, that His ways might be inscrutable to most men, 
or most of the time to all men, and that if the world were different in these ways it 
would simply mean that His purposes would be different and more difficult to dis- 
cover, but that He nevertheless existed and had purposes. His essential charac- 
teristics need not be altered. This makes it clear that these facts are not being used 
as evidence although they are often spoken about as if they were. 


Moreover, if “evidence” were being used in its ordinary sense, there would 
be some other, independent, way of checking up on the existence of God. We can- 
not deal with this in the way it is dealt with in science, saying, for instance, that 
the possibility of finding an elephant’s footprints allows us to say that the trumpet- 
ing is evidence for the elephant’s presence or, in general, that what we hear is 
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evidence if it can be supported by some other sense experience. For, as I have 
said, it is not this or that feature of the pattern that is relevant to God’s existence ; 
it is the pattern as a whole, the fact that there is a pattern. The whole pattern is 
one piece of (query) evidence. So the other, independent ways of checking which 
will allow us to call this “evidence” can only be through some radically different 
channel, such as revelation. I am not concerned to deny that revelation is possible, 
has occurred or is infallible. Intelligent people claim revelations and I am in no 
position to dispute the claim. I am concerned only with their privacy. Such ways 
of checking are, and must be, different in kind from those usually associated with 
evidence. This, again, is a consequence of the way in which God is conceived. He is 
defined as inaccessible to the five senses in the way, acceptable to science, in which 
elephants and chairs, clouds and stars are accessible. I can be shown an elephant 
or a star but not, except in a metaphorical and indirect sense, God. I can be intro- 
duced to your next door neighbor but not to the Person you meet in your study of 
chemical reactions. God is like an invisible and intangible elephant except that He 
doesn’t trumpet. Although direct experiences of God are claimed, we do not all 
appear to have them. We have to be, as is often said, receptive and in the right 
frame of mind and this is an all-important reservation. 


To the unbelieving scientist, all this looks like “cooking”’ the evidence. It looks to 
him as if the facts of the natural world, especially the inconvenient ones, are being ex- 
plained away instead of being weighed in the balance, and yet (some of them) being 
claimed as evidence. If he comes across adverse evidence, he points out, this would 
make him think again about the hypothesis he was trying to establish. He would 
at least have to modify it. But the assertion of God’s existence is not a hypothesis 
in this sense for it is broad enough to accommodate any fact, so no fact is relevant 
to its falsification. But the test of the scientific respectability of a hypothesis is that 
it should be in principle capable of falsification. We should at least be able to specify 
what would, if we found it, count against the hypothesis. But the only modification 
which the theologian need ever make is in his account of the precise relation between 
the facts of the world and the nature of God. The nature of God need never be modi- 
fied in the face of the facts. Moreover, the scientist may well be puzzled when, the 
facts being regarded as evidence, he asks for some other means of testing God’s 
existence and is told, as he may be, about revelation, the mystical experiences of a 
favoured few, which experiences, unfortunately, are private and, usually, indescrib- 
able. This fails to comply with his normal requirement that experiences used in evi- 


dence shall be public and describable. 


“But” he may be told, “you can do something about it. It is possible to see all 
the facts with which you deal in your scientific work as the manifestation of God’s 
purposes, goodness and love.” “How?” he hopefully enquires. “By looking at them 
in the right frame of mind” comes the disheartening reply. For, in truth, admission 
to the spectacle is by ticket only and, although tickets are always available, the price 
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of the ticket is belief. This is the crux of the whole difficulty about evidence, for 
here we have an alleged kind of evidence which looks like evidence only if one al- 
ready believes. We are sometimes warned against looking for the wrong kind of 
evidence in the wrong way. But we can only look in the right way, only, that is, see 
the facts as evidence, if we already have the belief. The acceptance of the existence 
of God is the first essential ; once we accept it, all we see fortifies it. If we do not 
have the belief, no multiplication or combination of ordinary facts is logically power- 
ful enough to compel it, even if, sometimes, it may be psychologically powerful 
enough. But this is not what “evidence” means, and the scientist may well be puzzled 
by the claim that all the ordinary facts he deals with are evidence for the existence 
of the Christian God. He expects them logically to support it in the way they support, 
say, the atomic theory and then finds that this is not the way it works. 


Both sides are at fault. The theologian for using the word “evidence”, or other 
words which imply that he is concerned with evidence, and at the same time failing 
to comply with the canons of evidence, or, if he sees that a different kind of evidence 
is meant, for failing to say how it differs. The scientist is at fault if he does not 
notice that the canons of evidence are different here, or, if he notices this and thinks 
it self-evident that his use of evidence is the only possible use. 


I have not been arguing to the conclusion that one side is right and the other 
wrong, but that there are no sides. Once it is clear that the conceptions of evidence 
are radically different, it is clear that there is no real dispute. If I continue to assert 
that the trumpeting is evidence for the existence of an invisible and intangible ele- 
phant, I have accepted criteria of evidence different from the scientific criteria, and, 
in consequence, have put myself outside science, am not talking as a scientist, so 
cannot be disputing any of the conclusions of science. If there is any dispute it can 
only be about the way in which “evidence” may be permissibly used, not in science, 
but anywhere. Invisible and intangible elephants which give no signs of their pres- 
ence except trumpeting just are not scientific subjects ; no assertion or denial of their 
presence conflicts with anything in science. When we have seen how different are 
the conceptions of evidence in the two fields, how different is the relation of the two 
kinds of evidence to the statements they purport to establish, we see that these state- 
ments are of different logical orders and so could not possibly conflict. As Professor 
Ryle has said, in another connection, “The wicket-keeper neither revokes nor follows 
suit ; he neither buys nor sells; he neither convicts nor lets off with a caution. He 
is in another line of business.” The scientist and the theologian are not proposing 
rival answers to the same question but different answers to different questions, 
questions of different kinds. They are in different lines of business. 


This brings me to my second main point, that concerning the misleading way 
in which different questions and their answers may be stated in the same words. 
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III, DirFERENT QUESTIONS 


The Red Queen, you may remember, asked Alice, “How is bread made?” 


” 


“I know that!” Alice cried eagerly. “You take some flour. . . 


“Where do you pick the flower?” the White Queen asked. “In a garden, or in 
the hedges ?” 


“Well, it isn’t picked at all,” Alice explained: “It’s ground. . .” 


“How many acres of ground?” said the White Queen. “You mustn’t leave out 
so many things.” 


In just such a way, the words in which question are framed may mislead us as 
to the nature of the questions. Let me give two examples which illustrate my point 
more precisely. 


(1) A train is due out at nine-fifteen. At nine o’clock a ticket collector asks 
a porter, “Is anyone on the platform?” The porter answers “No” and that means 
that the platform is empty of passengers. 


(2) The captain and coach of a football team are looking for the rest of the 
team at the station, having arranged to meet them there. They are afraid that they 
may miss their train. The captain asks “Is anyone on the platform?” and the coach 
may truthfully answer “No” even though the platform is seething with other, irrele- 


vant passengers. 


Here, the same words are used for both questions and for both answers, yet the 
questions and answers are clearly quite different. To discover this we have to look 
at the contexts or encourage the speakers to elaborate their meanings. If, in the 
second example, the porter had been asked the question, without knowledge of the 
context, he would have answered “Yes” and, then, without further enquiry we 
might suppose that we had been given conflicting answers to the same question 
and that one of them must be wrong. 


In a similar way, the question, “Why did he give that money to charity instead 
of buying things he badly needs?” looks like a single question, but the contexts in 
which it may be asked and the ways in which it may be answered show that it may 
contain several questions of logically different kinds. Some of the ways in which it 
may be answered are these. 


(1) We may give a causal answer in terms of physical conditions in the brain and 
environmental influences upon the person now or in early childhood. 


(2) We may speak about his motives, for example, his desire to help other people 
or to be respected as a charitable man by his fellows. 


(3) We may talk of a Divine Spark informing the human personality, the funda- 
mental goodness of man consequent upon the goodness of God. 
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That these are different answers is shown by the form of words: that they 
are answers of logically different kinds to different kinds of questions is shown 
by the ways in which they would be supported; the first, by reference to various 
scientific laws established by observing human behaviour, brain activity, and so 
on, under influences of this or that kind ; the second, by pointing to other behaviour 
of this man which exhibits, perhaps, disinterested sympathy or ambition, and by re- 
ference to our experience of our own motives of this kind; the third, by reference 
to a body of theological doctrine based upon a belief in a God of a specified kind. 
Because the answers are of logically different kinds, because they are answers to 
different questions, they are not, and could not be, conflicting answers to the same 
question. The kind of answers which would conflict with the first would point to 
different influences of the same sort, discovered in a similar way; the kind of 
answer which would conflict with the second would point to, say, jealousy instead 
of sympathy or ambition; the third answer would be denied by simply denying the 
presence of a Divine Spark in men, or by saying that this act depended not upon 
this but upon some lower element in the man’s nature, or by basing an answer upon 
a different body of theological doctrine. 


Here again, one who failed to see that different questions were contained in 
the same form of words might make the mistake of thinking that the different an- 
swers conflicted. Both scientists and theologians have made this mistake. When 
the scientist asks questions about the world he is asking for mechanisms to explain 
why some particular state of affairs is as it is and not otherwise. Why does silver 
combine with chlorine to produce silver chloride? The answer is a story in terms of 
physical conditions, chemical affinities, arrangements within the relevant atoms, and 
so on. Because the scientist is able to give a clear, satisfying and usable answer to 
such questions, the theologian may regard this as fulfilling a Divine purpose. But 
he is not answering the same question even if he frames his question in the same way. 


If the scientist says “I don’t see the relevance of Divine purposes here, I see 
only chemical and physical mechanisms and my explanation in terms of them is 
quite complete and satisfactory,” He is being true to his scientific task in refusing 
to accept scientifically superfluous hypotheses and anything which his five senses 
will not support. But if he thinks he is thus denying what the theologian has said 
he is mistaken, in the way the theologian is mistaken if he thinks he is pointing to 
something which the scientist has left out and ought to have included. They both 
mistakenly think that they are proposing rival answers to the same question. 


The point of difference, put more generally, is that the scientist is asking and 
answering particular questions about particular states of affairs, the theologian is 
not. The scientist is asking “How does this work?”’, “What mechanisms account 
for its working in this way rather than in that?”: the theologian is asking “Given 
that the world is as the scientist describes it, why is it like this?” or, more precisely, 
“Why is there some regularity (not this or that particular form of regularity) which 
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enables the scientist to discover what he does?” and “Why are there phenomena at 
all and why are they regular?” 


Such questions, which expect a theological answer, covertly ask about Divine 
purposes and for explanations in terms of such purposes, whatever the phenomena 
are: the particular situation explained or described by the scientist could be quite 
otherwise and still exhibit the Divine purpose. Scientists do not ask and answer such 
questions, indeed, cannot, as scientists, ask and answer them. Within the discipline 
of science there is no language for asking them, no technique for answering them. 
Its methods afford no means of discovering Divine purposes or Divine Sparks. 
This means that the scientist, as scientist, can neither affirm nor deny the answers 
given to such questions by theologians. 


We cannot deny the answer to one question by answering another in a differ- 
ent logical category. To the question “What is justice?”, the statement “It is blue’”’ 
is neither a right nor a wrong answer, it is not an answer at all, for the state- 
ment. “It is not blue” is neither a right nor a wrong answer. To the question, “How 
many, cows are there in Farmer Brown’s field?” there is one right answer, say, 
“Four,” and a host of wrong answers, “Six,” “Seven,” “Eight,” etc. but 
“Turn left at the crossroad” is neither a right nor a wrong answer to that question, 
so it cannot conflict, or be inconsistent with the right answer. In a similar way, the 
statement “There is a benevolent God who organized the world in such a way that 
men are able to discover a structure in it” is neither a right nor a wrong answer to 
any question science asks or can answer, and so it cannot conflict with any of the 
answers science gives about the particular form of the structure. 


The fundamental and most general difference between the kinds of questions 
asked and answered by scientists and theologians can, I think, be put in this way. 
The scientist asks questions about relations within the natural world, and his meth- 
ods are adapted to answer only such questions: the theologian asks questions about 
the relations between this same natural world and God, and because God is defined 
as inaccessible to the methods of science, the theologian must use different methods 
for reaching an answer, different criteria for judging an answer to be satisfactory. 
Because of this, the two sets of answers logically cannot conflict. The duty of both 
sides, it seems to me, is to make this quite clear by making it quite clear what sorts 
of questions are being asked and what methods will be accepted for answering them. 
Because this is already reasonably clear for scientific questions but not for theologi- 
cal questions, the scientist can be excused for experiencing difficulty in knowing 
just what it is that theologians claim to be saying. 


IV. CoNncLusion 


I have, of course, been talking logic rather than psychology. I have been try- 
ing to show that the ordinary facts neither imply nor are evidence for the existence 
of God, even though we may mistakenly think they are. They do not logically com- 
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pel assent although, men being what they are, they may cause it. The psychologi- 
cal causes of our beliefs must not be confused with the logical reasons for them, and 
it is with the claim of the ordinary facts to give us logical reasons for the belief in 
God that I have been chiefly concerned. 


I have, in the main, pointed to two difficulties which confront the scientist in 
considering theological statements. The less important is that theological state- 
ments appear to be answers to questions which he has _ already 
answered, or, at least, questions which he can see how to answer, by his 
own methods. This difficulty can be removed by showing clearly that questions of 
logically different kinds are being asked and answered. The other difficulty, which at 
least contains a real difficulty, is that, according to the scientific criteria of evidence, 
nothing in our experience seems to be evidence for the existence of God and the 
attributes ascribed to Him. The scientist seems to be right about this. What he can 
justly expect from the theologian is that a clear sense be given to the way in which 
“evidence” is used, if it is used, in theological contexts. He cannot be satisfied with 
the answer that we must not expect the same kind of evidence for theological as 
for scientific statements; he needs to be told precisely how this kind of evidence 
differs and just how to set about finding it. He can be excused for thinking that 
theological questions are not sensible unless he can be given a clear statement of how 
to start looking for answers. On the other hand, if no claim about evidence is made, 


he is justified in asking “Then how do you know?” and “How can / know ?” 
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Mythos and Logos 
Brooks OTIs 

4 AN LIVES HIS LIFE in what can be called the world of proximate experience. 
§ This is the world to which at least 90% of our activity and thought is de- 
voted : it is the world of work, love and competition, of economics, politics 
and war. It is the world in which we must earn a living, raise a family, satisfy our 
personal ambitions and secure the love, friendship or respect of other men and 
women. But it is a world of very brief duration terminated first by death and second 
by oblivion. And this experience is, as has been often remarked, repeated in every 
second of our lives: the past is dead and soon forgotten and the present of actual 
living eludes us before we can grasp it. We look forward to the future but the future 
when it comes has the same characteristics. The poignance of such a situation is of 
course dimmed by many anodynes,—by the very routine of living, by sleep, by 
brief spurts of pleasure and by the occasional experience of personal success. None- 
theless man sooner or later raises a demand for something more durable and satis- 
fying. The answers to this demand cannot however be found within the world of 
proximate experience since this world does not of itself provide any vision of 
things beyond the apparent finality of death and time. The logos or rational theory 
hy which man solves the problems of proximate experience does not help him to 
solve the problems of ultimate experience,—of the meaning of death and time and 
the universe as a whole. Here he therefore turns to something very different,—to 
mythos or myth, something not directly provable but also necessary in the long run 
for continued existence even in the world of proximate experience. 


I 


There have been many mythoi or ‘myths’ in this sense but there are only two 
major mythoi, though the first of these has taken slightly different forms in dif- 
ferent cultures. These two mythoi represent the two major alternative ways of find- 
ing a value or meaningfulness that transcend death and time. 





Let us call the first the Generality mythos. To this, the central obstacle to all 
meaningfulness in existence is the destructive movement of time. Time is what 
spells death to all particular things or configurations: what survive time are only 
generalities—patterns that are repeated, types that persist even though their 
particular exemplars die, ideas that last when their temporal copies do not. These 
are the evidence for a principle of stability, permanence, changelessness, atemporality 
and immortality in the universe. Man can achieve real security and happiness only 
in so far as he withdraws himself from things temporal and particular and merges 
himself with the eternal, immutable center. 


Let us call the second the Eschatological mythos. To this, the meaningfulness 
of existence is inextricably bound in a temporal context: only in such a context can 
particulars exist or move. But this temporal context is itself anchored to an eternal 
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context through which it is saved from ultimate annihilation, Time moves to an 
end which is the fulfillment of time. This fulfillment is also the redemption of all 
the particulars within the temporal context. This is because the whole temporal- 
particular continuum is conceived to be the creation of a personal God who can 
do with it what He will. He can overcome natural mutability and death because 
He made them to be overcome: time is the stuff of the dramatic situation in which 
man is left free to choose the destiny that will be his forever at time’s end. The prob- 
lem is not time and death in themselves but man’s good or bad decision. Time and 
death are merely consequences of this decision and of God’s plan to overcome the 
sin which is wrong decision. The eschaton or end of time is thus both a resurrection 
or restoration of the past (the dead) and judgment on the past. Only when the 
drama of man’s relations with God and with other men is fully concluded will God’s 
purpose and man’s destiny be absolutely clear. In the meantime, however, God has 
not left man in ignorance: on the contrary he has revealed himself in a variety of 
ways, finally in the very shape and nature of man. For the essence of man’s situa- 
tion as God has set it up is that (a) man should know God’s will and (b) be free to 
follow it or not and (c) be saved from the consequences of misused freedom so far 
as this is possible without the total destruction of freedom. 


These two myths are nothing but the logical consequences of two basic con- 
ceptions of nature. In the first conception, nature is itself divine. This divinity was 
originally conceived as a pantheon of anthropomorphic beings, — gods with human 
bodies and thoughts but also natural powers or forces as well. The sun, moon, 
earth, rivers, winds, sea, and also some animals and plants are gods. This was 
and is the original religion of most simpler or ‘primitive’ peoples though in most 
pre-agricultural societies and many of the less developed agricultural societies the 
ghosts of the dead play a more important and immediate role than that of the actual 
‘nature-gods.” The great Chinese, Indian and Hellenic cultures all had such a 
nature-religion or mythos in their earlier stages. Yet as all these cultures reached a 
higher level of civilization and developed the capacity to think critically about the 
world, the discrepancy between the impersonal power and uniformity of nature on 
the one hand and the human arbitrariness or caprice of the manlike gods on the 
other hand led to a gradual discarding of the older anthropomorphism. The con- 
ception of nature as a living but impersonal force—/f/ivsis, brahma, tao—first 
coexisted with and then supplanted (at least for the intelligent or educated classes) 
the simpler nature-religion. In this sense mythos yielded to logos, — simple myth 
to critical thought. This process could and did take a simply negative and sceptical 
turn involving a rejection of all sacral sanctions and ordinary morality : this is vivid- 
ly exemplified in the Chinese legalists, the Carvaka materialists of India, the Greek 
Sophists. But it also took — and this was the culturally more important and signi- 
ficant development — the form of a reassertion of mythos — of a world of ultimate 
experience—on a much higher level. This was in effect the generality mythos 
which we have summarized above. Man no longer appealed to Gods, to manlike be- 
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ings like himself but rather tried to achieve or find an identity between his own 
nature and the universal principle or force behind all things. In this way he could 
overcome particularity and time and achieve the timeless generality that is at the 
heart of existence. This meant of course a radical devaluation of ordinary, temporal, 
corporeal, social life: here the Taoist sage, the Vedantist, the Neo-platonist reveal 
a remarkable agreement in regimen and aim. The aim was to reject historical ex- 
istence and human particularity and withdraw into a state without time and without 
concrete multiplicity. The generality mythos is thus the mythos of de-humanized 
nature-religion. 


And it is just this that constitutes the real problem of the generality mythos. 
The older nature gods were admittedly very unsatisfactory but they at least showed 
some sort of human purpose and concern. They were to some degree ‘thous’ with 
which the human ‘T’ could make contact. This was not true of the impersonal physis 
or logos, brahma or tao. Platonism and Stoicism, for example, tried hard but very 
unsuccessfully to combine the idea of purpose and providence with an essentially 
impersonal Jogos or archetypal unity. Carneades rightly exposed the absurd incon- 
sistency of Zeno and Chrysippus on this point. The very idea of purpose cannot logi- 
cally exist in an immutable being who is also the whole of nature: how can he pur- 
pose to be something other than he already is? Put this can only mean that the 
whole temporal, historical order is simply deprived of any real significance. It is 
good only in so far as it reveals a certain remnant or attenuated form of atemporal 
generality: the best that time can do is to move in a repetitive cycle. But in so 
far as it is time or movement it is a force that is alien to the divine and exists in 
spite of the divine. In so far as particular existence — existence within a temporal, 
material context — is concerned, it can only save itself by destroying itself, — by 
letting itself be absorbed in the timeless generality which is by definition its absolute 
antithesis. The contradiction here is not felt only by the modern Western mind 
but emerges clearly within the three cultures themselves. What reader of the Gita, 
for example, can fail to be impressed by the discrepancy between Arjuna’s sense 
of caste duty and his desire for immediate emancipation? What student of Buddh- 
ism can fail to remark the singular lack of motivation for Buddha’s great act 
of pity in withholding his own nirvana until he had taught others the way? The 
failure of the basic mythical premise to supply a reason for social or human concern 
is surely as great here as in Stoicism or in Taoism themselves. The whole modern 
development of social idealism in India — the Ramakrishna mission, Ghandi, etc. — 
come, as is well known, not from native Indian sources but from the Christian and 
humanitarian West. 





In contrast the eschatological mythos was by its intrinsic nature unsusceptible 
to dehumanization of this sort. It contained in itself what we may call a principle of 
mythical resistance to logos. Its God retained his personal, anthropomorphic char- 
acter: in fact Christianity, as distinct from Judaism, owes its origin to a deliberate 
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reassertion of the divine humanity. The reason for this is quite evident from what 
has already been said. For the Jewish-Christian God was not a nature-god as were 
other nature-gods. As creator He was above nature: he was not identified with 
any natural force or power. Nature was the product and not the essence of his 
arbitrary will. He thus could not be reduced to a principle of generality within na- 
ture. On the contrary, his personality could never be depersonalized because there 
was no impersonal standard to which he was supposed to conform. God remained a 
‘thou’ confronting the human ‘I’: one particular being beside another particular be- 
ing. But God also remained the source and ground of all being as its creator and 
sustainer. This is why God is able both to inform time with personal meaning and 
to master time and death by overcoming its destructiveness in an eschatological 
triumph over it. 


II 


But this does not mean that the eschatological mythos was completely im- 
munized against logos or critical reduction. In fact there have been three*major 
attempts to reduce or transform this mythos by largely eliminating its eschatological 
content. 


1. The first took place in the Greek-speaking area of the Eastern Mediterranean 
in the first four Christian centuries. It was, to speak in very summary terms, an 
effort to harmonize the eschatological and generality mythoi or, in other words, 
Jewish-Christian and Greek-platonic ideas. Though heretical attempts to deny the 
major credal tenets — including the eschaton — were rejected, salvation was more 
and more conceived as the acquisition of divinity in the sense of a generalized and 
timeless condition — an escape from temporal particular existence — rather than 
an eschatological redemption of time itself. The world of becoming —the (genetic ) 
world subject to birth and death and change in time — was regarded, in the char- 
acteristic manner of the generality mythos, as a mere obstacle or mainly negative 
thing to be overcome and superseded by its exact opposite, beginningless (agenetic ) 
and deathless stability. 


2. A quite different development occurred in the Latin or Romanized West. 
Here the effort was not primarily to follow the Greek East in conceiving salvation 
to be divination or theosis in the sense of overcoming temporal particularity but to 
transform the new Christian society —the Church —into a permanent divine in- 
stitution with both heavenly and earthly branches so to speak. Eventually the branch 
on earth will be merged with the branch in heaven: this is the eschaton. In effect the 
movement of time and history is stopped in this conception: the last judgment is 
anticipated in all essential respects since the Church is the final and authoritative 
manifestation of God’s will on earth. Of course individual members of the Church 
remain to be judged but even here the collective last judgment is effectively anti- 
cipated by an individual judgment after death. The effect of such a reinterpretation 
of the eschatological mythos was to make the whole mythos extremely vulnerable to 
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logos or critical thought within the world of proximate experience, since in fact 
the ecclesiastical organization did not succeed in stopping the movement of history 
or establishing a truly stable religious society. In the fifteenth and early sixteenth 
centuries, the secularism of the Church itself combined with the emergence of a far 
more dynamic European culture to shake the ecclesiastical ideal to its very founda- 
tion. The Church has survived but without unity or real ability to direct the 
course of events. 


3. The third attack on the eschatological mythos corresponds rather closely to 
that of logos on mythos in the Chinese, Indian and Greek cultures. The scientific 
movement which started in the era of the Renaissance had an experimental or in- 
ductive character which we cannot parallel in any culture associated with a generality 
mythos and which really seems to be due in large part to the Christian attitude 
toward nature. Nonetheless it was also a continuation of Greek logical and mathema- 
tical thought and sought to subject the data it discovered in exploration or experi- 
ment to highly abstract and mathematical treatment. This at once created a very 
marked tension with the anthropomorphic thought-world of the eschatological 
mythos. This tension was not the same as that, for example, between the old 
nature-gods of Greece and the conception of natural generality which emerged 
from the logos of Ionia, for as we have seen the God of the esehatological mythos 
was never identified with nature as were the nature-gods, Nevertheless the creation 
and action of God had been conceived in an anthropomorphic way which seemed to 
be incompatible with the new idea of generalized, predictable action according to 
mathematically statable theory. We cannot describe all the results of this develop- 
ment: it is in fact all but coterminous with the whole of modern intellectual history. 
Two results must however be briefly mentioned: One is the re-emergence of sceptic- 
ism as to the existence of any world of ultimate reality and underlies all the 
theories which can be labeled very loosely as forms of naturalism, — the attempt to 
confine reality to observable phenomena ; the other can be as loosely labeled idealism 
and constitutes in effect a bifurcation of the universe that claims equal authority and 
trust for the world of value on the one hand and the world of physical phenomena 
and scientific law on the other, since both are manifestations of mind. For the fact 
that the mind is the funnel through which all experience must pass was conceived 
to involve the superior status of mind over experience. But this attempt to raise 
mind over experience has signally failed because in fact bare mind — the mind be- 
fore or above experience —is a mere abstraction. 


III 


This analysis — telescoped, oversimplified and schematic as it is— may never- 
theless help to bring out the essential point in the relation of mythos and logos. This 
is in brief that logos has in the past tended to reduce an original mythos (i.e., a 
mythos not already exposed to logos) either to nonentity (myth in the popular 
sense of falsehood) or to some form of generality mythos. No analysis of the human 
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needs and concerns which mythos admittedly meets as logos does not, can of itself 
rehabilitate mythos except in the form of a generality mythos. It can do no good 
to accept the eschatological mythos in a ‘symbolic’ or ‘non-literal’ way if the referents 
of the symbols are accepted only as given in generality mythos. Here it seems that 
the allegorizing of Origen is quite the same in effect as the symbolic interpretation 
of Tillich (i.e. the interpretation of biblical or theological statements—in short the 
statements of the eschatological mythos — as statements of a really ontological or 
philosophical character). This is equivalent to saying that the Bible must mean 
what a given doctrine of being means. But the Bible is not logos but mythos, and 
when logos reduces mythos in this way the result is always, as I have said, the 
reduction of mythos to myth (simple falsehood) or the reduction of all mythos 
to a generality mythos. And a generality mythos is precisely mythos in which 
there is no personal God, no ultimate concern for the particular, no real victory of the 
particular over the destructiveness of time. 


Modern interpretations of Christianity have not, it seems to me, altered in any 
essential way the basic problem involved in the logos-mythos relation. The existent- 
ialist analysis which really started with Kierkegaard, though its full development 
and impact was delayed for almost a century, has thrown very great light on a 
dimension of human existence: that of the particular human being in time who yet 
claims a meaningfulness beyond time and death—to which no objective philosophy 
like, for example, Hegel’s had done justice. The attempt of modern man in the 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to live without mythos as if he could 
satisfy all his human demands in the world of proximate experience and, perhaps 
even more significantly, his appalling contemporary attempt to live by pseudo-mythoi 
in which aspects of proximate experience—a particular national group, a particular 
kind of economic system —are given a false ultimacy, have revealed the deficiency 
of all philosophies which neglect the plight of the particular human being in him- 
self. But between this particular human being, man in his existential situation, and 
any decisive reassertion of the eschatological mythos still stands logos, — this time 
in the form of modern science and modern scientific method. Atheistic existentialism 
accepts logos as truth of a kind that is wholly incompatible with any mythos: all 
that man can do is to accept the “absurdity” of his situation and in quite personal 
and wholly subjective manner assert himself against it. But much modern religious 
thinking also rejects the eschatological mythos for the same reason, —the fact that 
it is not compatible with modern logos. In other words there is felt to be no cosmic 
Person who really exists and who really can save the individual from time and 
death but merely an ultimate meaningfulness——a ground of being — which the 
particular must accept as his sole value even though this is not salvation of his 
particular existence. To put it plainly and bluntly, much modern religious thought 
rejects the idea of personal survival of death in any form. And it rejects it primarily 
because it no longer believes in the God of the eschatological mythos —that is 
in a God who really has power over time and death. It reveals here most clearly 
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the decisive influence of logos for it is just at this point—at the point where 
God’s real power over nature is at stake— that the eschatological mythos seems 
most incompatible with logos in its modern form. 


Here also a curious sort of double game is often played even to a point of 
considerable self-deception. When we interpret the language of mythos as allegory 
or symbolism or some form of “‘non-literal” statement—i, e¢. as pointing to a referent 
other than that literally or actually given — we are saying of course that the thing 
symbolized and not the symbol is the reality—the “thing-in-itself.” But what we 
believe the referent of the symbol to be will be determined solely by our particular 
theory of truth or reality. To Origen this was essentially Platonism: to Tillich it is 
a particular kind of ontology (clearly derived from German idealism and exis- 
tentialism) : to Bultmann it is really a kind of modern existentialism very like 
that of Heidegger. Now this is something very different from simply rejecting a 
merely literalist or fundamentalist interpretation of the Bible. For one can accept 
the eschatological mythos as truth or reality and use it as a criterion of biblical inter- 
pretation without thereby accepting every statement of the Bible as literal truth. 
This is so because the Bible is not the mythos itself but merely a statement of the 
mythos in language partly literal, partly symbolical and allegorical. It is also a state- 
ment made by people over a thousand years or more and is therefore in no sense 
completely consistent. But this does not mean that we cannot get at the essential 
mythos — the real core of mythical truth or what purports to be the truth— which 
the Bible reveals. When we survey the history of mythoi, as I have tried to do in 
exceedingly schematic fashion in the first section of this paper, we can I think find 
out what the essential eschatological mythos is. One can still dispute about details 
and perhaps about some essentials : but I think it is in principle possible to distinguish 
quite clearly between the eschatological mythos as such and alternative mythoi or 
theories of truth. We can for example say with very considerable assurance that the 
eschatological mythos is not the generality mythos. If we try to reinterpret the 
eschatological mythos as a symbol or allegory of generality mythos, then we are 
really saying that the generality mythos and not the eschatological mythos is the 
truth. 


IV 


We can thus come to the nub of the problem. To what extent is logos really 
compatible with either the generality or the eschatological mythos? At first sight 
it seems far more compatible with the generality mythos since the generality mythos 
posits an impersonal nature which does not involve miracles or awkward inter- 
ferences with a system of internal causation. The abstract, generalized character of 
modern science seems far closer to an abstract, generalized view of nature. But 
when we look at another aspect of the modern logos, the generality mythos can 
be seen to be all but incompatible with it. What appealed to the ancient Greeks as the 
reality in nature with which the anthropomorphic nature gods could hardly be recon- 
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ciled was a permanence or permanent regularity which survived the temporality and 
mutability of particular existents. Nature as a whole was a constant entity. Nature 
worked by a logos or law that was itself immutable. To Plato the phenomenal 
world was an imperfect copy of the ideal world and even the time of the phenomenal 
world was a copy of eternity in that it was repetitive. Thus nature itself pointed 
beyond time to eternity. If the phenomenal world were considered to be simply 
an illusion— as with the Eleatics and the Vedantists—it would nonetheless be 
an illusion which revealed as well as concealed a reality. So far as the life of man 
is concerned, emancipation from merely phenomenal existence is possible because 
man is grounded in a nature which is itself translucent to ultimate permanent 
reality. It is precisely such a view of nature that modern science has all but des- 
troyed. We cannot now make sense of the universe without the temporal dimension. 
The eternal universes of both Ptolemy and Newton are to the modern conception 
as snapshots to a full-length cinema, Even most scientific law is to be viewed 
as the characteristic of a particular epoch of nature, not as a characteristic of na- 
ture diberhaupt. The very different character of the worlds that are infinitely small 
and infinitely great from the world of Newtonian or Euclidean experience has given 
us a perspective which makes talk about the eternity of any particular natural con- 
figuration seem quite parochial. The fact is that time is a far more radical dissolvent 
than we had thought. This is not merely because the universe is doomed to increas- 
ing randomness or entropy (if in fact it is and there is not as some think a con- 
stant principle of creation within it) but because it really is subject to radical trans- 
formations that dissolve the very texture of most seeming identities save perhaps at 
the very lowest electromagnetic level. This is why it is so extremely implausible to 
posit an existential unity between man as such and any ground of being in nature. 


We can put all this most succinctly perhaps by saying that for the modern 
logos the most fundamental category is time or that for it reality has an historical 
character. This is the essential idea of modern process philosophy and in this 
respect modern process philosophy represents a radical break with both the Aristote- 
lian and the Cartesian or Newtonian conceptions of reality. But modern process 
philosophy has rather conspicuously failed to give meaning to the temporal process. 
Whitehead for example finds the really organic character of the process in its 
lowest component element—the atomic event—and conceives of God’s nature as 
in part the consequence of the conjoint action of the events in process. Neither 
he nor Bergson nor Alexander nor Croce had any real conception of a God in 
terms of which the whole temporal process possesses direction and meaning. They 
protested against the older block universe in which the past wholly determined 
the future and in which therefore no true novelty ever emerged, but they all looked 
upon the on going process as a rather blind movement which produced God rather 
than was produced by God. Their utmost concession to a meaningful or vital prin- 
ciple in existence was to posit the pan-psychic character of nature at all levels: 
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this however signally failed to do justice to temporal process as an intelligible 
order or whole. 


Whenever, however, we really think through the idea of meaningful temporal 
process we inevitably arrive at something very close to the eschatological mythos. 
That is to say we arrive at the idea of a power controlling temporal process in a 
way which can have personal meaning to us. In so far as God is above nature, 
nature as it unfolds in time will never constitute a self-sufficient entity in terms of 
which each successive present can be simply deduced from the past. On the other 
hand the temporal process will not be merely arbitrary but will possess an order of 
its own. There are, I think, very strong reasons for seeing even in the rather 
limited range of temporal process accessible to us an order which cannot be reduced 
to mere randomness or chance without a very improbable theory of probability. This 
however is an immense topic that I can only mention in passing: the chief point I 
want to stress here is that the modern man who accepts the modern logos in at least 
its major emphases and findings is almost inevitably forced to choose between either 
a really atheistic type of process philosophy or what finally amounts to an overt 
or covert acceptance of the eschatological mythos. What is no longer possible is to 
view nature in simply non-temporal terms as the true expression or experience of 
the whole of reality. There can be no adequate doctrine of being that is not con- 
joined with a doctrine of time. 


Much the same problem also arises in modern theories of human history. Here 
the modern world has, just as in its physics and biology, accepted the radically 
temporal character of existence: history is transformation not in the sense that it is 
a series of variations on an essentially identical theme or of merely repetitive cycles 
of events but in the sense that it is the bringer of genuine novelty and of a future 
that is always essentially different from the past. Modern man finds the historical 
theory of China, Greece and Rome —the theory of history as the infinitely repeated 
effect of an unalterable human psychology — to be simply naive and wholly lacking 
a real chronological perspective. But the modern view of history does not find any 
true meaningfulness in it. It wavers in fact between a utopian optimism and a cynical 
pessimism depending on whether it views the past as a prelude to future perfection 
or to future ruin. But no matter what one expects of the future, it can never atone 
for the destructiveness of time. The future that really matters to the particular 
individual is not the unknown future beyond the present but the future of the 
past itself. If every particular moment is doomed as soon as it slides into the 
past, then there can be no escape from ultimate meaninglessness. Here Soloviev ex- 
pressed the fundamental truth when he declared that what really mattered was not 
the future of our great grandchildren but the future of our great grandfathers. This 
is why any view of history that finds the only locus of meaning in present or future 
is bound to be almost intolerably superficial. 
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Here again if we want meaning we must get beyond a conception of temporal 
process as the mere movement of present-death,—that is the conception of the 
present as that which reduces all vitality to a rigid and unalterable pastness. Here the 
very historicism of modern man—his consciousness of time as radical trans- 
formation — has, just as in his physical science, made any form of the generality 
mythos almost impossible. From this standpoint even so relatively recent a thinker 
as Emerson, with his notion of Man as a constant entity always finding the same 
nature around him and always rediscovering in his own experience the experience 
of his ancestors (so that he could be, so to speak, his own Christ in a perennially 
firsthand contact with deity), seems touched with a curious obsolescence. We can- 
not solve the problem of time by treating it as an illusion or as a tread-mill. The 
most eloquent testimony to the failure of Taoism, Buddhism, or Hinduism to satisfy 
modern man is in fact the present condition of India and China. 


Actually the only live option today is a choice between the eschatological 
mythos and mere atheistic negation. The pseudo-mythoi—the various attempts 
to give a show of ultimacy to proximate experience, to a new social order or a na- 
tional group—are doomed by the very nature of the temporal process for no 
present or future moment can ever satisfy an actual man and no social or intellectual 
structure can defy the action of time. Here the medieval experiment—the attempt 
to make Christianity a permanent institution rather than an eschatological conquest 
of time — itself prepared the way for its own decline, It simply could not contain 
the future and the future repudiated the theory which tried to immobilize it. Very 
unfortunately, however, though probably inevitably, the reformation and renaissance 
criticism of the medieval church did not in fact repudiate it on the ground of its 
perversion of eschatology. Instead they also repudiated an essentially eschatological 
conception of Christianity and operated with quite non-eschatological conceptions of 
individual piety and decision or individual happiness in the world. Also the profund- 
ity of the eschatological insight — the thought that the particular person is always 
bound in a temporal context and that real salvation of the particular person can 
never be divorced from the salvation of the temporal context itself — was lost in part 
because it seemed to both ancient and modern logos a merely miraculous and crude 
conception, — a mere aspect of the climate of opinion in first century Judea. Yet 
ironically enough belief in miracle, the survival of death and the power of God 
over nature was made extraordinarily difficult by the very fact of being removed 
from an eschatological frame of reference. They become mere interruptions of a con- 
stant nature rather than manifestations of the divine character of a temporal process 
which is at once unpredictable novelty and the fulfillment of an integrated whole. 


Vv 


Here we come at last to the fundamental factor which determines the relation 
of mythos and logos. The early nature myths were unable to hold out against the 
power of logos because they simply did not correspond to a growing insight into 
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the constancy and generality of nature. What we have called the generality mythos 
was an attempt to find meaning in a nature that was shorn of personal or mythical- 
anthropomorphic character. But such a mythos, as we have seen, could not do justice 
to man’s demand for meaning in his social and cultural life: society and finally 
nature itself were devalued in the Neoplatonic, Taoist, Buddhist, Vedantist and 
other Hindu systems. On the other hand, the meaninglessness of the temporal pro- 
cess (the destructiveness of the past, the elusive instantaneousness of the present, the 
not-yetness of the future) could only be met by denying the radical transformation 
that time effects in both nature and human history. Modern logos in its theory of 
nature and history has fully recognized and even given supreme emphasis to the 
temporal character of existence but it has been almost pitifully superficial in its 
attempt to find meaning in time. To treat the past as a mere prelude to a secular 
present or future rests as we have said on a thoroughly false optimism about the 
future (or alternately a false cynicism) and, more fundamentally, on a failure to 
see that no doctrine of the future can solve the tragedy of the past. But modern 
logos has tended to reject the eschatological mythos because it cannot really believe 
in 2 God who has power over time. 


In fact it would be true to say that the Whiteheadean view—or the view of 
process philosophy in general—of a God who is the mere creature of process (in 
other words of time itself) is the one which modern logos finds easiest to accept 
when indeed it thinks in theistic terms at all. This is due to a number of reasons but 
fundamentally to a reason that is common to the most naive as well as the most 
sophisticated levels of modern thought,—that is an utter inability to believe that 
God can intervene from outside the process or that such things as the Sinai coven- 
ant, the Resurrection, and a real eschatological event are possible in any sense save 
that of symbols for certain subjective experiences. Such a symbolic interpretation 
must, it seems true, posit in the last resort a theory of reality which is only another 
form of the generality mythos. In fact the propounders of such symbolic interpreta- 
tion in our own day mix their theories with a rather desperate attempt to assert both 
the meaningfulness of temporal process as well as that of particular individuals. 
Their systems thus seem to me to be profoundly illogical. The eschatological mythos 
cannot be symbolized in these terms without indeed being converted into its exact 
opposite—generality mythos. 


A mere literalism is certainly not the answer. Nevertheless the eschatological 
mythos can only be truly meaningful when it is taken as pointing to real temporal 
events—to real loci of the divine breakthrough or more strictly the divine shaping 
of time become visible at particular points of translucency. For the eschatological 
mythos is not simply a mythical symbol of nature but also a purportedly factual his- 
tory of temporal process. This is why it was finally resistant to logos as the older 
nature myths were not and why it is today consistent with a view of radical tem- 
poral change as the generality mythos is not. The main prerequisite to an under- 
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standing of eschatological mythos today is not (as it never can be) mere willingless 
to believe without evidence but rather a deeper insight into the true character of 
time. A lesser but important prerequisite is much greater clarity as to the relation 
of symbol to object symbolized. Here we certainly can make some use of the mod- 
ern critical analysis of language and syntax if we can only avoid the positivistic 
presuppositions of many of the analysts. But in the last resort the relation of logos 
and mythos today is a problem of what we conceive the true character of the tem- 
poral structure of events to be. Here as in the past logos and mythos confront each 
other in a tension of attraction and hostility which we can accept in faith even if 
the ultimate outcome lies beyond any rational prediction. 


Thus the major point at issue here has been often obscured in modern dis- 
cussion of the Bible. This is the simple fact that whatever liberties of interpretation 
we may take with the Bible we can never eliminate the reference to some kind of 
intervention within history from a force that is beyond history without also elimi- 
nating the Bible’s claim to be history. Jn concreto, this involves chiefly our inter- 
pretation of the Exodus experience—the divine choosing of the Jews—and of the 
Resurrection—the event in which the Church saw validation of Christ’s messianic 
and eschatological claims. In so far as we see these events to be unique exceptions 
to universal, natural law or to a purely self-contained history operating only through 
causes internal to itself, we are involved in a psychologically impossible antithesis 
of fact and reason. But really modern logos as we have just seen does not at all in- 
volve such a view but rather tends to regard time as the locus of both continuity 
and radical novelty. I cannot further discuss this very difficult problem here. All I 
wish to point out is that we cannot escape it by accepting the data or theories of 
‘science’ (often quite out of date when the non-specialist becomes aware of them) 
as a structure of fact that has no real bearing on the reality of ultimate religious 
experience. We cannot believe by eliminating logos or asserting the independence 
of logos from mythos. Whether we like it or not, we are so made that the tension 
of logos and mythos will continue to operate in us and in our environment. 


VI 


And here we encounter a final fact of the most decisive importance. This is 
that the eschatological mythos finds the most powerful vehicle of its realization in 
logos itself. For in effect what this mythos, if taken seriously, asserts is that man 
can never hope to achieve any sort of permanence or cultural stability and that death 
and time themselves are signs or indices of a sinfulness which corrupts and dooms 
all human enterprise. Time is meaningful not in that it ever gives meaning to the 
passing moment (no passing moment can be so beautiful as to heed the Faustian 
cry of ‘stay’) but in the sense that its very motion is bringing to completion a drama 
whose end is redemption. One of the chief factors which time expresses and mobi- 
lizes is the cumulative process of man’s understanding of nature and himself: that 
is logos. Logos is what gives man the illusion of power and progress and that raises 
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both his creativity and his sinfulness to a quite new dimension. It is thus at once 
the thing with which man tries to overcome the temporal fragility of his existence 
and the thing which threatens this existence most directly. While logos strives to 
establish a climate of permanency in a world of temporality and death, it establishes 
finally a climate of eschatological violence. Altogether it would almost seem that 
there can be no limit to human knowledge save human destructiveness. In this sense 
man is the master of nature and time is the master of both. Ironically enough it is 
logos—the very embodiment of man’s attempt to build a rational society in which 
the problems of history shall be eliminated—that seems to push man toward ever 
greater historical activity and eventually a more serious and more objective escha- 


tology. 


Thus the eschatological mythos points to something quite beyond the perspectives 
of Aquinas or Calvin, Bacon, or Marx, Origen or Tillich. For it, there is no ecclesi- 
astical and there is no secular and there is no natural order that can escape sin, tra- 
gedy and judgement. Logos as the very instrument which destroys false mythos and 
false security, try as they may to make logos their tool, is thus the executor and 
proof of the eschatological mythos. For what we have really to fear perhaps is not 
logos itself but the corruption of mythos. In this sense the tension of logos and 
mythos is nothing but the coming of truth in time. 
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The Burning Fountain: A Study in the Language of Symbolism. By Philip Wheel- 
wright, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1954. 406 pages. $6.00. 
Ours is a time, it must surely by now be clear, in which the reigning philosophy 

is one which is controlled by a profound antipathy to the humanistic uses of the 
imagination. It is, of course, a philosophy — whether one calls it Logical Analysis or 
Scientific Empiricism or Neo-Positivism — which has chosen to be a handmaiden of 
science and the dogmatic theology of a technological culture: so it is not strange 
that it has also chosen to identify “reality” with the system of public operables which 
are the focus of inquiry in the natural sciences, and it is equally consistent 
with its fundamental position in its insistence that the only kind of language that 
means anything at all is that which puts forward empirically verifiable propositions 
about these operables. And in a period when the practical achievements of science 
and technology have been so impressive, it was perhaps inevitable that this kind of 
philosophic simplism should have attained, as it has, the status of orthodoxy. 


However the ascendancy of philosophic positivism, though, is to be explained 
in terms of social and cultural causation, its predominance in the present climate 
of opinion is hardly to be gainsaid and does indeed create the occasion in our in- 
tellectual life today that summons the humanistic intelligence to the task of re- 
vindicating the non-scientific and expressive uses of language that are common to 
poetry and myth and religion and metaphysics. This is a task which, regrettably, 
Christian philosophers and theologians have yet to undertake with anything like the 
rigor that the present polemical occasion demands, But, in this, as in so many other 
respects, our men of letters have shown themselves to be perhaps the most active 
custodians in the contemporary situation of humanistic values, and during the last 
decade or so we have gotten from critics and theorists like Allen Tate and John 
Crowe Ransom and Cleanth Brooks many shrewd and penetrating demonstrations in 
the context of poetic theory of how absurdly parochial it is to base a semantics upon 
the one type of highly specialized symbolization represented by the language of sci- 
ence, and then to hold all other modes of discourse accountable to the canons of 
meaning and truth appropriate to this one field. Indeed, the issue that is by way of 
becoming the focal problem in contemporary literary theory is that which was ad- 
umbrated long ago in the title of Shelley’s famous essay, the “Defense of Poetry”— 
the briefs for which are, in various aspects, to be found in such major modern texts 
as D.G. James’ Scepticism and Poetry, Allen Tate’s On the Limits of Poetry, 
Cleanth Brooks’ The Well Wrought Urn, and Eliseo Vivas’ quite recent book 
Creation and Discovery. 


Now Mr. Wheelwright’s book has the great attractiveness of being perhaps the 
most fully representative text in this body of literature, and it is so because it co- 
gently schematizes and systematizes insights and concepts and procedures that till 
now have been widely scattered and uncontained within a single, coherent theory of 
language and symbolism. Indeed, one is tempted to say that it is the first really 
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unignorable reply to the semantics of Neo-Positivism — but so to speak of it would 
be simply to re-commit what has now unfortunately come to be our habitual error 
of ignoring the late Wilbur Marshall Urban’s great book Language and Reality, 
the formidability of whose attack upon the foundations of Positivism makes it one of 
the truly important texts in contemporary literature, notwithstanding the extent 
to which it has been neglected by recent students. But profound as Urban’s under- 
standing of the fundamental issues was, his grasp of the poetic process was in many 
respects wrongheaded and insecure, and this may well explain why recent literary 
theorists have so infrequently drawn upon him. But, though by profession a philos- 
opher also, Mr. Wheelwright, in this particular, is well-nigh invulnerable : his hook 
reveals (as, indeed, his contributions to the literary quarterlies have also done, over 
many years) that he possesses a sensitive and intimate acquaintance with the entire 
range of idiom not only in the field of imaginative literature but also in the fields of 
myth and religion. And it is this which gives to his book a richness that Urban’s 
work, great as it is, finally lacks and that, one feels, makes The Burning Fountain a 
book destined to become a major document in modern theory of poetry and in the 
more general field of theory of symbolism. 


Mr. Wheelwright begins by accepting the antithesis (that descends in modern 
semantics from Carnap and the early I. A. Richards) between scientific language, 
or what he calls “steno-language,” and expressive language, or what he calls “depth 
language”—which is the language of poetry and religion: these are, indeed, he 
affirms, the two main uses of language. But he denies, in opposition to the Positi- 
vists, that the referential functions of language are preémpted by scientific discourse 
and that expressive language can be merely emotive, for this primary dogma of 
modern Positivism is one which, as Mr. Wheelwright realizes, rests upon an arbi- 
trary and a false presupposition and which misconstrues the true nature of both 
poetic and religious experience. He does not, of course, want to deny that 
expressive discourse is involved in emotion, but he does want to call into question 
the assumption that language which is intrinsically emotive cannot perform a refer- 
ential function — and vice versa. His contention is that in expressive discourse 
language “is referential and emotive at once — not by incidental conjunction as in 
the cry of ‘Fire!’ but in the more organic sense that the referential function, the 
proper meaning, takes at least some of its essential character from the emotivity of 
the language, and changes therefore as the emotivity changes” (p. 50). And by 
way of refuting the Positivists’ denial that expressive discourse embodies this kind 
of semantic objectivity, he undertakes a systematic exposition of the basic principles 
of “metalogical signification.” He accomplishes this by a radical inversion of the 
assumptions underlying the semantics of Logical Positivism — by converting the 
assumption that linguistic symbols are always distinguishable from their referends 
and are therefore to be used merely by stipulation, into the principle of “iconic 
signification” (that there are symbols which, although they may point beyond them- 
selves, have a largely self-intentive reference as well) ; the assumption of univoca- 
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tion, into the principle of “plurisignation” (that expressive symbols tend to carry 
more than one legitimate reference) ; the assumption that legitimate symbols must al- 
ways have definite and ideally definable meanings, into the “principle of soft focus”’ 
(that there are meanings which do not have definite outlines and which cannot be 
adequately represented by terms that are strictly defined) ; the assumption that a 
given sign must keep the same meaning throughout the course of a given argument 
or science, into the “principle of contextualism” (that the full meaning of expressive 
symbols may, within certain controlled contexts, undergo moderate shifts) ; the 
assumption that logical universality and existential particularity are the only two 
nodi of meaning, into the “principle of paralogical dimensionality” (that there are 
other nodi of meaning than those which constitute the coordinates of logical dis- 
course, such as the “concrete universal” in poetry) ; the assumption that any true 
proposition is equally true with any other true proposition and that any false prop- 
osition is equally false with any other, into the “principle of assertorial tone” (that 
the susceptibility of statements to affirmation or denial depends upon their “as- 
sertorial weight,” that poetic statements assert more lightly than litera] statements 
and that their truth is more fragile) ; the assumption that for every proposition 
there is another such that the truth of either implies the falsity of the other and the 
falsity of either implies the truth of the other, into the “principle of paradox” (that 
two statements which by the canons of strict logic are mutually contradictory may 
sometimes be jointly acceptable) ; the assumption that every true proposition has 
an intelligible and assignable place in a system of true propositions, to at least some 
of which it is related by strict implication, into the “principle of significant mystery” 
(that the truth or falsity of an expressive statement transcends to some degree the 
evidence of any possible set of propositions which might stand to it in the relation 
of ground to consequent). 


The reader may by now, of course, be just a trifle breathless, but, if that is so, 
it is because of the elephantine dimensions of the sentence which has just been 
concluded: it can most certainly not, however, be the result of any vertiginous un- 
reality in the ideas with which Mr. Wheelwright is dealing, for he makes plain what 
is at issue here: it is precisely the question as to whether a scientific vision of things 
and a scientific mode of statement is the only true vision and the only true mode of 
statement: if so, why, then, of course, “the consequences, provided you carry them 
out vigorously, will be utterly destructive” not only for poetry and art, but also 
for religion and metaphysics and even ethics — “that is to say, for the very main- 
springs of significant human living.” And this is why he properly conceives it to be 
of such great moment for our generation to seek a renewed and deepened under- 
standing of the nature of language and symbolism, so that it may not withdraw 
into the arid scholasticism of the Positivists and thus abdicate from the really full 
and living semantic situations that are posited by poetry and religion and meta- 
physics and that are of deepest concern to us, since it is in them that the most serious 
search for truth must be pursued. 
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And at this point Mr. Wheelwright valiantly plunges into all those thorny 
questions that bristle before us, when we attempt to define the respects in which 
the expressive language of poetry and religion may be adjudged a vehicle of 
genuine cognition. Here he argues with great eloquence that the truth-possibilities 
of expressive statements should be kept open and that, upon the basis of arbitrary 
postulates, to rule out in advance the possibility of there being any real truth 
of other than a scientific and logical kind is not a sensible procedure, Yet when, as it 
were, he gets down to cases, his own resolution of the issue fails somehow to be 
altogether satisfying. He rejects the correspondence-theory of truth (the crudities 
of which he correctly discerns as a bedevilling factor in Positivist epistemology), 
and he also has little difficulty in demonstrating the inadequacies of the coherence- 
and the intuitive-theories of truth — but, in their stead, he proposes a postulational 
doctrine of truth that does not altogether succeed in being convincing. Truth is, he 
says, that which ought, by one criterion or another, to be assented to. “To affirm 
the truth of God’s existence or the truth of the Golden Rule, is not to affirm a 
scientific fact, but neither is it simply to exude an emotion, nor is it simply to re- 
port that I happen to like the ideas involved. It is to affirm that I ought to assent 
to them — and by implication that others ought to assent to them .. .” (p. 290). 
And, similarly, he argues that “A poetic utterance invites our imaginative assent, 
which is to say our depth assent, to some degree or other and in some context or 
other. So far as we yield such assent joyfully and gain insight in so doing, there is 
a real and valid sense in which we can speak of ‘poetic truth’” (p. 302). In other 
words, his general principle is that the truth-claims which are carried by expressive 
language are to be taken seriously, though they are not to be assessed in the same 
manner in which the truth-claims put forward in “steno-language”’ are to be assessed 
— and always, he insists, the “depth-meanings” of expressive discourse are insepar- 
able from the fundamental loyalties which are implicitly appealed to when they are 
given embodiment in imaginative statement. For truth —in poetry, in art, in reli- 
gion —is that to which assent is invited and that which, when assented to, conveys 
enhancement of insight. But at no point does Mr. Wheelwright clearly sketch out 
the contours of that body of principle which is to be appealed to in the adjudication 
of dispute, and it is just here that his thought seems somehow to carry insufficient 
weight. To be religious, he says, is to believe in and to invite assent to the idea of 
“4 spiritually responsive universe” : this is, he tells us, the context of thought within 
which the religious man takes his point of purchase and arrives at “truth.” “And 
let us not delude ourselves with the hope that there are truths independent of any 
context whatever. When we think that, and act on it, we merely become blind to 
the contextual limitations that condition every judgment and every insight . . .” (p. 
302). But what of the man who takes his point of purchase in a context of thought 
radically different from that in which the religious man lives and who refuses to 
assent to the idea of a spiritually responsive universe? And how are their conflict- 
ing truth-claims to be adjudicated? Or, similarly, Mr. Wheelwright tells us that in- 
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dividual statements in a poem may be false if taken out of context and that “the 
relevant question is, How true is it within that context?” Yet how are we to weigh 
and measure and assess the relative truthfulness of the vision of life emerging, say, 
out of the total context of T. S. Eliot’s poetry against such an opposed vision of life 
as emerges out of the total context of the poetry of Robinson Jeffers? To such ques- 
tions as these Mr. Wheelwright, as I read him, gives us no clear answer, and it may 
well be that just at this point his argument is embarrassed by difficulties that are ir- 
resolvable in terms of even so sophisticated a version of the contextualist doctrine 
of truth as he puts forward. 


So much, then, for the strategies that Mr. Wheelwright adopts by way of ad- 
vancing his argument that the various modes of expressive language do convey 
genuine meaning and that their truth-claims are to be taken seriously. And now 
I wish that I had sufficient space in which to review fully his analysis of the nature 
of the imaginative activity of which expressive language is the product. For his chap- 
ter on the “Ways of Imagination” is one of the finest sections of the book. He ac- 
cepts the Coleridgean doctrine of the continuity between man’s primary —or con- 
stitutive — imagination and his secondary —or poetic — imagination, and he also 
recognizes the cogency of Coleridge’s view of the function of the imagination as 
“esemplastic” or synthetic. Yet he feels, and rightly so, that many modern critics — 
particularly those who represent the “New Criticism’”—in appropriating Cole- 
ridge’s legacy, have tended to overemphasize the “esemplastic,” synthesizing activity 
of the imagination which is, he insists, by no means the only mode of its function- 
ing. There are, indeed, he argues “four main respects in which the imagination func- 
tions cognitively and constructively at once. There is the Confrontative Imagination, 
which acts upon its object by particularizing and intensifying it. There is the Sty- 
listic Imagination, which acts upon its object by stylizing and distancing it. There 
is the Archetypal Imagination, which sees the particular object as embodying and ad- 
umbrating suggestions of universality. And there is the Metaphoric Imagination, 
which fuses heterogeneous elements into some kind of unity” (p. 78). 


Throughout this section of the book Wheelwright’s fine analytic gifts are dis- 
played most impressively, and his formulations will, I suspect, prove to be per- 
manently valuable, and, in so far as they remind us of modes of the imagination 
other than the esemplastic, they should provide a much needed corrective to certain 
exaggerations in the poetic theory of the “New Criticism.” 


At no point, of course, in his book is it a major purpose of Mr. Wheelwright’s 
to assess the merits of the poetic theory of the “New Criticism,” and, in the one 
instance that I have just cited, he does so only in passing —and yet one wishes that 
he had chosen at many points to bring certain of its leading doctrines under some 
critical pressure, for to have done so would have been for him, by reason of his own 
close affiliation with this movement, to have submitted his own presuppositions to 
a closer inspection. In particular— and here I am brought back to the semantical 
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problem — I wish, for the sake of the heightened interest it would have given his 
argument, that Wheelwright had met head-on the criticism that the “Chicago Aris- 
totelians” have so frequently leveled at the “New Critics” and that, at this point, 
they might level at him as well, since his supposition is that which men like R. S. 
Crane have criticized in their confréres in the “New Criticism” —namely, that 
poetry is, fundamentally, a mode of discourse and that it is to be regarded primarily 
as one pole of language, the other end of which is science. If I may take over a line 
from Mr. Elder Olson’s essay on Empson,! Mr. Wheelwright — together with men 
like Ransom and Brooks and Tate—is saying that poetry is simply an aspect or 
condition of language, that it is definable as language differentiated from other 
language by a certain attribute — and since the “other language” is the language 
of science, it then becomes necessary to derive all “the high claims of poetry . . . 
from a consideration of those potentialities of language which are left over, once 
the specialized use of words in science has been defined.”* And the question which 
the “Chicago Aristotelians” — Crane and Olson and W. R. Keast, among others — 
have raised is whether or not such a tactic doesn’t leave out much that is crucial 
in poetry (its modes of production, its kinds, its effects, etc.) and whether or not 
such a tactic doesn’t really render the literary theorist, in a way, captive to the 
scientistic ethos which he wants to combat. Indeed, Professor Meyer Abrams, in his 
review of The Burning Fountain (The Kenyon Review, Winter 1955), has argued 
that Wheelwright is, in fact, “a prisoner to the theory he opposes.” This is, I think, 
much too easy a dismissal of the seriousness with which Mr. Wheelwright has 
sought to address himself to the present climate of opinion, but the issue is certainly 
one which one wishes he had anticipated somewhat more than he seems to have 
done. 


But whatever the weaknesses of Mr. Wheelwright’s book — and let us be clear 
about it: they are not disabling ones— it must be acknowledged as a splendid 
achievement to which all serious students of contemporary culture will be having to 


return again and again for many years to come. 
Nathan A. Scott, Jr. 


The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms. Vol. 2: Mythical Thought. By Ernst Cassirer, 
translated by Ralph Manheim, with an introductory note by Charles W. 
Hendels. 


New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955. 269 pages. $5.00. 

One of the more confusing aspects of the current ‘demythologizing’ controver- 
sy is the fundamental lack of agreement as to the nature and function of myth. 
The problem is not merely one of definition however, nor is it self-evident that it 
is due to the general tendency of theologians to overlook empirical data. For the 

1Elder Olson, “William Empson, Contemporary Criticism and Poetic Diction,” Critics 
and Criticism: Ancient and Modern, R. S. Crane, editor (Chicago: The University of Chicago 


Press, 1952), p. 46. 
2R. S. Crane, “The Critical Monism of Cleanth Brooks,” ibid., p. 106. 
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anthropologists and social psychologists are in no closer agreement than the theolo- 
gians and the philosophers. Myth has alternately been conceived as a primitive and 
pre-logical mode of thought (Durkheim), as a primitive form of philosophic specu- 
lation (Frankfort), as a social sanction (Malinowski), and as a form of entertain- 
ment (Edith Hamilton). In the face of this pluralism the late Franz Boas was 
forced to surrender the search for a common classification that would circumscribe 
all the manifold content and preferred to speak of “mythological concepts” which 
appears to be his way of saying “metaphysical.” One is strongly tempted to con- 
clude that one’s definitions in this case are functions of one’s more fundamental 
epistomological and philosophical presuppositions and that this is as true of a logical 
analyst as it is of the philosopher and theologian, a regrettable fact only if termino- 
logical agreement is one of the higher desideratum of philosophy. 


Cassirer’s monumental three volume work, of which this volume is the second, 
is not without its philosophical presuppositions, but his central categories are so 
suggestive, so viable, that any student of symbolism or myth cannot afford to for- 
feit the illumination which Cassirer brought to the problems. The wealth of facts 
and ideas relating to the history of religion alone is almost incredible and the hy- 
pothesis that is cast over the whole has a simplicity and beauty which must have 
gone a long way towards convincing Cassirer, critical idealist that he was, of its 
essential truth and validity. It is not difficult to believe that the schematism appeared 
to Cassirer in a momentary intuition, while he was riding home on a streetcar, as 
he later claimed it did. 


Granting a more pedestrian form of insight to the editors of the Yale Univer- 
sity Press ought not to vitiate our gratitude for their discernment of the need for 
this work, in the non-German reading world, not to mention their choice of Ralph 
Manheim as translator. 


Cassirer’s point of departure was the critical philosophy of Immanuel Kant, 
the assumption that external objects do not appear in their essential being to the 
mind but rather are mediated through the categories of the understanding. The 
representation of objects presupposes an “independent, spontaneous act of con- 
sciousness” so that one may say that the “object does not exist prior to and outside 
of synthetic unity but is constituted only by this synthetic unity” (p. 29). No fixed 
form imprints itself on the consciousness but rather the object is a result of the 
intuitive operation of that consciousness. The objective world is a product of judg- 
ment. This judgment, however, need not be only that of science which articulates 
its world in terms of casuality, and law. There may be other modes of “judgment,” 
other symbolic forms, besides those of science, such as art, and religion, and myth. 
Cassirer’s work as a whole was an attempt to analyze the structure of these symbolic 
forms through which man has constructed his worlds and to ask, as did Kant, what 
are the conditions which make such worlds possible. 
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The first volume of the Philosophy of Symbolic Forms dealt with language, 
the second with mythical thinking. Mythical thinking is one mode of judgment 
which reveals, despite its complexity, a unity and ‘logic’ of its own. While employ- 
ing the most diverse symbols and signs it is, nevertheless “a unitary perspective 
of consicousness” which cannot be reduced to other perspectives nor dismissed as 
a ‘disease of language.’ It differs from the other symbolic forms such as science 
not in the fact that it lacks the a priori categories of space, time and causality, but 
in the fact that these categories exist in a different modality (p. 60f). They appear 
in a different way than they do in the perspective of science. A proper approach 
would be one, then, in which the philosopher devoted himself to an analysis of how 
these fundamental categories which appear in all modes of thought are articulated 
in the peculiar consciousness which we call mythical. 


The first part of the volume deals with myth as a form of thought, the second 
part with it as a form of intuition which includes a more systematic analysis of the 
mythical articulation of the categories of space, time and number. In a sense the 
latter is the most imaginative and suggestive portion of the book. The analysis of 
time, for example, in the various religions—Persian, Prophetic, Chinese and Egyp- 
tian—is most illuminating. 


As a form of thought myth can be contrasted with that of science. If the latter 
is characterized as a search for law, for systematically developed relations appre- 
hended through number, myth knows of no law in this sense. It lives, as it were, 
in the momentary presence of the object. It hypostacizes qualities and relations, and 
it makes no distinction between the ideal and the real, between image and its object. 
Metamorphosis is the rule and this is precisely no rule in the scientific sense of the 
word. As a mode of thought it must of necessity utilize the categories of space, time, 
and causality but these categories are transformed through the peculiar form of 
feeling and will in which they inhere. Mythical thought goes back ultimately to its 
ground as a “life form.” 


It is in this final portion of the book which deals with myth as a life form and 
the ‘dialectic of the Mythical Consciousness’ that Cassirer’s basic philosophical per- 
pective is most clearly revealed. For Cassirer not only delineates and analyzes an 
autonomous symbolic form “myth” but he claims to discern an immanent logic in 
all thought—(of which myth is one example )—which of necessity leads it to a pure 
form of consciousness which in all cases seems to coincide quite strikingly with the 
insights of critical idealism. 


Mythical thought, for example, must progress immanently to the higher stages 
of the specifically religious consciousness, a consciousness in which myth takes on 
a symbolic character and therefore is no longer held as myth. “Religion takes the 
decisive step that is alien to myth: in its use of sensuous images and signs it recog- 
nizes them as such. . . .” (p. 239). All higher religions, therefore, remain in tension 
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with their mythical heritage, both utilizing it and yet relativizing its importance. 
Cassirer on the one hand seems to affirm that this tension can never be completely 
resolved and yet, on the other, seems to conceive the summit of religious conscious- 
ness as the state in which it approaches a pure mysticism of world harmony. “. . . 
the harmony itself is the enduring, universal miracle which negates and thereby 
absorbs all others in itself” (p. 259). 


This pure religious harmony seems to be somewhat similar to modern philo- 
sophical idealism which has arrived at this same conclusion by entirely different 
methods and on the basis of other presuppositions. 


The correlative motif running side by side with the notion of an immanent 
logic is that human self-consciousness only comes to self-awareness in and through 
its mythological projections. Polytheism, for example, is a necessary stage in the 
progressive self-realization of the human spirit (p. 223). Man literally achieves 
self-consciousness in and through his theology. We may ask, Is ethical monotheism 
therefore only a necessary stage in the unfolding of the human spirit ? And is religion, 
finally, only the history of man’s self-knowledge? If an affirmative answer is given, 
in what sense can religion be said to relate the believer to objective reality? (One 
may postpone the further question as to whether this is an inverted Hegelianism. ) 


This raises the fundamental question about Cassirer’s work as a whole: what 
is the relation between the symbolic forms? Are myth and religion genuinely auto- 
nomous modes of thought and conception alongside science and art, or is the one 
(myth) only a provisional mode of thought which must pass into religion, more 
specifically religion where truth is judged to be that of critical idealism mystically 


conceived ? 
Van A. Harvey 
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Reports and Notices 


British Don’s Conference 


The third general conference of British 
University Dons was held in Sheffield 
from March 30 to April 4. Constituted 
in a much less formal way than our own 
various movements amongst university 
teachers, including the Faculty Christian 
Fellowship, it was planned by an Ad- 
visory Group, of which Michael Foster, 
Christ Church, Oxford, is chairman and 
financially underwritten by the Christian 
Frontier Council, a movement among 
Christian intellectuals of which the mov- 
ing spirit has been J. H. Oldham, and by 
the British S.C.M. The sessions them- 
selves were brilliantly chaired by Dr. 
Kathleen Bliss, one-time Editor of The 
Christian Newsletter. 


In attendance were approximately one 
hundred university lecturers and re- 
searchers from such widely distributed 
points as London, Oxford and Cam- 
bridge to the South, St. Andrews and 
Edinburgh to the North, Cardiff and 
Exeter in the West and Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne in the East; and representing the 
various elements of British university 
education from the ancient foundations 
of Oxbridge, the older Redbrick univer- 
sities, such as Manchester, and the new- 
est experiments in higher education such 
as have been recently begun under the 
influence of the late Lord Lindsay of 
Birker, the University College of North 
Staffordshire. 


The distribution of conferees over the 
tange of the academic fields which are 
recognized in Britain was equally wide, 
albeit, it was natural in view of the 
theme of the conference, that represent- 


atives of the various natural sciences 
should be in the majority. 


The general theme of the conference 
was “Christian and Scientific Beliefs.” 
The format of the entire program called 
for a confrontation of Biblical and 
Scientific views concerning such root 
problems as “The Creation and the Des- 
tiny of the Universe,” “Time,” “Revela- 
tion and Discovery,” etc. In each case, so 
far as possible, a scientist and a theolo- 
gian were granted the opportunity of 
presenting an initial statement of an 
hour’s length on a given subtopic, fol- 
lowed by discussion in plenary session. 
Then the conference adjourned to smal- 
ler discussion groups where the content 
of a given lecture was thoroughly hashed 
out, These being concluded, questions to 
be directed to the lecturer before another 
plenary session were formulated by each 
group. Finally, the lecturers. appeared to- 
gether before the entire conference for 
queries and comments. 


Such formidable talent as the follow- 
ing read papers: Mr. Peter Alexander, 
lecturer in Philosophy, Leeds University 
on “Difficulties which the Scientist Ex- 
periences in Accepting Theological State- 
ments ;”’ Canon C. E. Raven, Fellow of 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, Regius 
Professor of Divinity and recent Gifford 
lecturer, on “The Bible and Modern 
Science,” Dr. D. M. MacKay, lecturer in 
Physics , King’s College, London, on the 
same topic; Dr. J.A.T. Robinson, Dean 
of Clare College, Cambridge and Pro- 
fessor of New Testament Theology and 
Professor H. Bondi, Professor of Math- 
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ematics, King’s College, London, and 
author of a scientific cosmology made 
popular by Mr. Fred Hoyle, on “The 
Creation and the Destiny of the Uni- 
verse ;” and Charles Coulson, Rouse Ball 
Professor of Mathematics, Oxford and 
Dr. A.C. Craig, lecturer in Biblical Stud- 
ies, Glasgow on “Revelation and Dis- 
covery.” 


One can hardly praise enough the 
quality—both as to form and content— 
of these lectures. The ultimate expres- 
sion of British enthusiasm—“absolutely 
first-rate”—must be accorded them. But 
even more remarkable than these, in a 
sense, was the level of discussion sus- 
tained by the conferees themselves. It 
was not merely that it exhibited great 
sophistication and subtlety of insight; 
but that there was a kind of disciplined 
attention to distinguishing between the 
relevant and the irrelevant which would 
have been shocking enough in any gath- 
ering but unbelievable in a group of 
college teachers ! 


Mr. Alexander’s brilliant paper—es- 
pecially valuable in that it came from a 
frank agnostic—threatened to under- 
mine the entire conference on the first 
evening by showing with great clarity 
and without any resort to supercilious 
“point-scoring”—that there is not, and 
indeed logically cannot be any conflict 
between scientific and Christian beliefs, 
since they are of logically different 
orders. Fortunately it was possible to 
recover the equilibrium of the confer- 
ence by observing that while it might be 
the case, the vast majority of our con- 
temporaries were unaware of this, so 
that it was a fruitful enquiry to seek to 
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establish the ways in which these sets 
of beliefs seemed to conflict. 


Notwithstanding Dr. Bliss’ valiant ef- 
forts to overcome the caginess of the 
lecturers, the atmosphere was generally 
so irenic that one was at times a bit de- 
pressed to think that the Gospel had 
ceased to be a stumbling block. 


These difficulties may in part be traced 
to the fact that, unfortunately, science 
was for all intents indentified with phy- 
sics. Philosophical sophistication of a 
sort has bred a certain modesty amongst 
the physicists, so that one suspects 
the “problem of science and religion” has 
ceased to be a problem at that point, be- 
cause science, at that point, has ceased to 
be a religion—at least among the scien- 
tists. One suspects, however, that had 
science been represented in the discus- 
sion by neo-behavioristic psychology, the 
issue might not have seemed so easily 
dispatched. Or, if the social “sciences” 
had entered the discussion! But, then, 
Britain has so far been spared the meta- 
physical pretensions of psychology and 
sociology, since they do not have any 
such disciplines, in our sense. 


It is perhaps worthwhile to compare 
briefly the British and American faculty 
movements since they are genetically re- 
lated and since, great differences between 
education in Britain and America aside, 
they have so much in common. (1) As 
different in many ways as are the pro- 
ducts of Oxbridge and London from 
those of the provincial universities there 
is a homogeneity of intellectual back- 
ground in those respects relevant to the 
prospering of a faculty movement in 
Britain, which, I think, we do not have 
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here. (2) The level of theological soph- 
istication, to say nothing of the simple 
knowledge of what is really the Bible, 
which one found in those who attended 
the Sheffield Conference, was extraor- 
dinarily high. (3) The American move- 
ment, typically perhaps, is pragmatic 
and holistic in its approach in compar- 
ison with the British movement. Our 


orientation tends to be discipline-teach- 
er-student-classroom directed with the 
more theoretical problems of, e.g., Sci- 
entific and Christian beliefs following 
along behind. For this conference at any 
rate, what the Christian teacher does in 
his academic context, given that all 
these theoretical problems exist, was 
very remote. 


A Research Project 


Those who are particularly interested 
in the contents of this issue of The Chris- 
tian Scholar will want to know that a 
Ford Fellowship was granted recently 
for a project on “The Semantic and 
Epistemological Status of Religious As- 
sertions.” Dr. William P. Alston, Assis- 
tant Professor of Philosophy at the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, was selected for 
the special research project. His des- 
cription of the project as presented in 
his request is illuminating of the pre- 
sent need as he sees it for work in this 
area of research. 


“Philosophers have. generally handled 
religious beliefs either by constructing 
for them logical justifications which rest 
on non-religious facts, or by rejecting 
them as lacking the grounds required 
for any factual assertion. Both ap- 
proaches presuppose that religious as- 
sertions are properly classed with the 
“factual” assertions of common sense, 
science, and (perhaps) metaphysics 
for purposes of interpretation and 
criticism. When this presupposition has 
been challenged, it has usually been by 
those who would construe religious as- 
sertions purely as expressions of emo- 
tions or non-cognitive attitudes. 


“But in recent times several intellec- 
tual currents have been set in motion 
which tend toward another mode of in- 
terpreting religious discourse, one which 
would assign it to a sphere all its own 
and would view it as an independent 
form of symbolization in its own right, 
not to be explained by. or reduced to 
any other. (1) Existentialists of a reli- 
gious bent have stressed the role which 
a commitment of the total personality 
plays in religious assertion. (2) The 
Oxford Wittgensteinians have developed 
a technique for elucidating the informal 
“logic” of the use of expressions in var- 
ious areas of discourse and have thereby 
discovered important differences be- 
tween types of discourse which had been 
heretofore lumped together. (3) Cas- 
sirer and his followers have developed 
the notion of the “mythical” as a special, 
sui generis way of viewing the world 
and of articulating that view in lang- 
uage. (4) Many students of religion 
outside of philosophy have uncovered as- 
pects of religion which reveal some of 
the peculiar features of religious dis- 
course. Noteworthy examples are: the 
“ritualists” (Raglan, Hooke, Harrison, 
etc.), who have stressed, and copiously 
illustrated, the integral place of myths, 
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dogmas, etc., in ritual activity and the 
impossibility of adequately understand- 
ing them apart from their ritual func- 
tions ; and, the psychoanalysts who have 
investigated the functions of religious 
symbols in the economy of human life. 
“It seems to me that all these modes 
of thought are, in their religious bearing, 
pointing in the direction of an interpre- 
tation of religious assertions as cogni- 
tive, purporting to refer to something 
objective (as opposed to interjectional 
expressions of emotion), but in a quite 
different manner from the assertions of 
common sense and science, and hence 
as possessing a mode of referring and 
signifying all their own. But in none 
of these areas has an adequate theory 
of this sort been worked out. The non- 
philosophers, of course, provide us with 
material for a theory rather than the 
theory itself. But even among the phil- 
osophers the promise still far exceeds 
the performance. The existentialists do 
not have any explicit theory of religious 
language which would consolidate and 


The Faculty Christian 


A recent report by a faculty self- 
study committee in a Midwestern uni- 
versity contained the following statement 
(which is fairly illustrative of the “tone” 
of the entire report) : 


It seems to us that among all views 
known to us Christian concepts of man, 
values, and the world give the best basis 


*This report was prepared by the Methodist 
press and is reproduced here, in part, with its 
permission. Another report, not reproduced 
here, deals with the work of the Methodist 
Church in the area of faculty work. Dr. Bender 
serves the Methodist Board of Education in 
this area. 


[244] 


render more intelligible their oracular 
insights into the nature of  reli- 
gious belief. The Oxford philosophers 
have devoted little attention to religious 
discourse, and what they have produced 
in this area has been rather crude and 
deficient in a sensitivity to the extra- 
linguistic context, Cassirer and his fol- 
lowers have presented their viewpoint 
in terms which seem to me rather sweep- 
ing and nebulous, and sorely in need of 
careful treatments of specific problems 
and careful analyses of particular 
examples. 

“In the light of this analysis of the sit- 
uation we must explore further the re- 
levance of these various approaches to 
the problem at hand, with particular at- 
tention to the ways in which they can 
be seen to supplement and correct each 
other. Then on the basis of this explor- 
ation we must work toward the con- 
struction of an adequate theory of reli- 
gious assertions as having a semantic 
and epistemological status which is pe- 
culiar to them.” 


Fellowship Movement * 


for liberal education, for that education 
which most inclusively and meaning- 
fully organizes human experience and 
knowledge, and which seeing man as a 
whole does most to develop the capacities 
which are distinctive of man. We believe 
that convinced Christians will normally 
equate liberal and Christian education at 
their best. 


On this committee the fields of natural 
science, social science, and philosophy 
were represented. 


The statement is significant in that 
it represents a trend of thinking among 
teachers from every academic discipline, 
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and in every kind of college or univer- 
sity. True, this is as yet a minority view- 
point, The dominant view among college 
faculty continues to be that Christian 
concern and the higher educational en- 
terprise cannot be united without dam- 
age to both. 


But the new trend is unmistakable. It 
is doubtful that even ten years ago a 
committee of competent educators would 
have agreed to the statement quoted 
above ; or, if they had, they might well 
have lacked the courage to submit it to 
their colleagues. Now, it is almost im- 
possible to read everything of this na- 
ture being said by faculty persons in 
books, periodicals, and addresses. 


The reawakened concern among facul- 
ty for Christian values in higher educa- 
tion is not some excitement worked up 
by representatives of church boards of 
education. Rather it is a largely spon- 
taneous growth within the academic 
community, representing a profound 
soul searching among educators them- 
selves. So definite and widespread is 
the concern that within the past three 
years a nationwide Faculty Christian 
Fellowship movement has come into be- 
ing. Let us take a closer look at the 
background, present status, and poten- 
tiality of this movement. 


The Faculty Christian Fellowship was 
organized at Berea, Kentucky, in Octo- 
ber, 1952. Two previous consultations on 
the need for such a group had been held 
in 1951 and March of 1952. A continu- 
ing committee appointed at Berea made 
arrangements for the first F.C.F. na- 
tional conference at Park College, Mis- 


souri, in June, 1953, The theme of this 
first national conference was: “The Re- 
sponsibilities of the Christian Professor 
in the Academic Community.” 


Since June, 1953, the Fellowship has 
continued to grow, with increased in- 
terest and discussion manifested in many 
quarters. Two important consultations 
between the F.C.F. executive committee 
and representatives of various interested 
agencies were held in October of 1953 
and 1954, respectively. Since October of 
1954, the Fellowship has moved toward 
a more clearly defined structure and a 
definite membership. 


While the F.C.F, does represent a 
genuine, deep-reaching concern on the 
part of active college and university 
teachers, it has grown up in a context 
within which many types of work on 
behalf of religion in higher education 
have been carried on, Many varied bod- 
direct and indirect 
contributions. Among these are: the Na- 
tional Council on Religion in Higher 
Education, the Edward W. Hazen 
Foundation, the Danforth Foundation, 
the General Service Foundation, the 
Lilly Endowment, the Y.M.C.A. and 
Y.W.C.A., and numerous Protestant 
churches. 


ies have made 


Perhaps the most telling contribution 
of the Protestant churches has come 
through the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the United States 
of America. The Commission on Chris- 
tian Higher Education of the Council 
arranged for Dr. J. Edward Dirks to 
give half his time to work on behalf of 
the F.C.F. while he served as executive 
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director of the Department of Campus 
Christian Life. 


As the F.C.F. takes on a more clear- 
cut nature and direction, its declared 
objectives are significant : 


To help college and university faculty 
members increase their understanding of 
and their commitment to the Christian 
faith. 

To help faculty members relate the in- 
sights which arise from their Christian 
faith to their vocations as teachers and to 
the subject-matter fields in which they 
teach and write. 

To promote fellowship and understanding 
among Christian faculty members, help- 
ing them to discover and make explicit the 
ways in which their Christian faith con- 
tributes to an understanding and acknowl- 
edgment of their responsibilities in the 
educational world, and in their community, 
state, nation, and world. 

To encourage conversation among all 
members of the academic profession who 
take their vocation seriously, whether 
they are within or outside the Church, 
and to encourage re-examination of the 
Christian faith and competing world views 
by Christians and non-Christians in the 
academic communities. 

To serve as liaison in the co-ordination 
and co-operation among all agencies and 
groups in this area of endeavor. 

To assist in publications which are a 
medium of communication among all per- 
sons who desire to share in this emerging 
movement. 

To provide such leadership, statesmanship, 
and vision in the long-term planning of 
policy in this field as it may contribute in 
co-operation with all other agencies, 
groups, and churches.* 


These objectives are finding expres- 
sion in numerous concrete ways. For 
instance, the F.C.F. gives assistance in 
planning, promoting, and conducting 
conferences and seminars for faculty 
members who are concerned with the 


*A folder about the Faculty Christian Fel- 
lowship will be sent to anyone upon request. 
Write the Office of The Christian Scholar, 
257 Fourth Avenue, New York 10, N. Y. 
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objectives the movement represents. It 
works with all organizations which share 
these objectives. It provides resource 
materials for groups on individual camp- 
uses, and seeks to develop intercampus 
fellowship. It continues to co-operate 
with the Commission on Christian High- 
er Education in the preparation and pro- 
motion of The Christian Scholar, togeth- 
er with occasional newsletters, treatises, 
manuals, and bibliographies. 


Dr. John Dixon of the Emory Uni- 
versity faculty has been granted a two- 
year leave of absence beginning with 
this autumn, to give full time as director 
of the Fellowship. One of his immediate 
responsibilities will be to plan for a sec- 
ond national F.C.F. conference in the 
summer of 1956. His long-term task is 
to lead in developing a definable com- 
munity of Christian concern in the aca- 
demic world—and to accomplish this 
without impairing the spontaneous 
creativity out of which the movement 
has emerged. 


No one can predict the future of the 
Faculty Christian Fellowship. It could 
well run its course within a few years, 
failing to discover the avenues for pro- 
gressive self-expression within the aca- 
demic community so necessary to its 
continued vitality. On the other hand, 
what we see now as the Faculty Chris- 
tian Fellowship movement could prove 
to be a portent of a restoration of con- 
cern for Christian values at the heart of 
the educational enterprise. There are 
some signs which suggest the latter may 
be the case. 


Richard N. Bender 
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New Commission Director 


Dr. Hubert C. Noble, Chaplain and 
Professor of Religion at Occidental 
College, Los Angeles, has been elected 
General Director of the Commission 
on Christian Higher Education of 
the National Council and took office 
August 15. He replaces Dr. Raymond 
McLain, who left the Commission to 
head the American University in Cairo, 


Egypt. 


The new executive received his under- 
graduate training at Occidential College 
where he was later to be Acting Dean 
ef the Faculty, 1949-1950. He holds 
graduate degrees from Columbia Uni- 
versity, Union Theological Seminary, 
and has carried on post-graduate study 
at the University of Strasbourg. 


An ordained minister of the Presby- 
terian Church, U.S. A., Dr. Noble has, 
in addition to pastoral experience, a long 


record of work with students and in the 
field of Christian Higher Education. He 
has particular interests also in the area 
of the churches’ concern for a just and 
durable peace and has served in many 
conferences and consultations in this 
area. 


Faculty Christian 
Fellowship Director 


Another new member of the Commis- 
sion family is Dr. John W. Dixon, Jr., 
Art Historian on leave from Emory Uni- 
versity, Georgia, who came to a two- 
year assignment as Executive Director 
of the Faculty Christian Fellowship on 
August 1. 


Educated at Emory & Henry College 
and the University of Chicago (Ph.D.) 
with graduate study abroad, Dr. Dixon 
is well-prepared both by interest and ex- 
perience in the formative days of F.C. F. 
to undertake its leadership at this time. 
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WHICH ? 


TIME: JUNE 17, 1957 


Death of a Sales Venture 


Like many idealistic periodicals, The 
Christian Scholar was born in poverty of a 
dream. Its founders believed that the funda- 
mental issues cf religion and higher educa- 
tion were intellectual and spiritual. They 
believed that these issues must be seriously 
faced and grappled with before new de- 
velopments could take place in philosophies 
of Christian education, programs of religion 
on the campus and student work. They be- 
lieved that enough Christian faculty mem- 
bers, student workers, college administra- 
tors, and pastors shared this conviction to 
support such a venture. Actually, they 
never found whether there was or not, since 
they never took them into their confidence 
and revealed the financial facts. Like most 
such idealists, they were long on content and 
short on promotional know-how. They as- 
sumed that a top-flight periodical like the 
proverbial mousetrap would create its own 
circulation paths. The result was the old 
story repeated—a magazine that cost 90c to 
publish was sold for 50c, in bulk subscription 
even less (“After all, this is published to be 
read, not to make money.”) Subsidies were 
sought and amateurish campaigns for new 
subscribers were carried on; friends “who 
believe in the cause” were importuned each 
December to come to the rescue and meet 
the deficit. So the “Scholar” staggered along 
for several years. Last week, starved by its 
diet of high commendation and low circula- 
tion, high ideals, and low subscription rates, 
unable to sell its ideas. The Christian 
Scholar, like so many before it, quietly 
went to its grave. 


TIME: MARCH 22, 1962 


Anniversary 


Ten years ago the Commission on Chris- 
tian Higher Education of the National 
Council of Churches needing a new medium 
to spread ideas, created The Christian 
Scholar, a medieval looking journal design- 
ed for those who wanted serious thinking 
on the fundamental issues of religion and 
higher education. 

At first the critics seemed to outnumber 
the “thinkers:” “Too medieval,” “Looks 
like a Thomist Quarterly.” “No practical 
help to student work,” “It insults the lay- 
man who can’t read it, flatters the faculty 
man who won't read it.” Others discovered 
beneath the scholastic cover modern minds 
and a contemporary heart. In the absence 
of a single voice the “Scholar” brought to- 
gether many voices that increasingly spoke 
as one in crystallizing the implications for 
higher education of the emerging ecumen- 
ical theology. Nevertheless, the Scholar's 
survival was not assured. In 1955 the def- 
icit was $6,000 despite a $3,000 subsidy: 

At this time friends and _ sub- 
scribers who believed in it rallied to 
its support, some by direct gifts, some 
by interesting friends, some by be- 
coming magazine salesmen and solicit- 
ing subscribers. 

Last week The Christian Scholar cele- 
brated its tenth birthday. There was no cake 
or candles in the offices of the Commission 
on Christian Higher Education, but there 
was the satisfaction that the quarterly is 
now a sound established periodical exerting 
a most significant influence in the develop- 
ment of America’s new philosophy of 
Christian higher education. It still needs a 
small subsidy, but with a comfortable 
list of 12,000 loyal subscribers who believe 
in its live, creative thinking, the “Scholar” 
is well on the way to realizing the dream 
of its founders. 


What Can You Do ? 


This is a way of informing you of our critical situation. If you want to help, 


here is how you can do it. 


1. Make a contribution to the journal, if you can. 


2. If you cannot contribute, seek out some friends who can. 


3. Enlist some new subscribers TODAY! 


The Christian Scholar 
257 Fourth Avenue 
New York 10, New York 
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The Editors Preface 


[The talk which is presented here — instead of an editor’s introduction — was 
given at Harvard University Chapel on May 13, 1955, by Professor Harold J. 
Berman of the Harvard Law School. It is used here to introduce an issue of The 
Christian Scholar which deals largely with Christian faith in the contemporary 


college and university scene. | 


This morning, before we go to our 
classes and to our books, as we sit in 
chapel to praise God and to give Him 
thanks, I raise the question: Is there any 
connection between the Christian faith 
which moves us in these devotions and 
the intellectual activity which is our 
business as members of this university ? 


We know that the founders of this 
university thought there was a connec- 
tion. They founded it to train ministers 
of the gospel. They were convinced that 
the pursuit of scholarly knowledge 
would lead to discovery of truth not 
merely in the secular sense but also in 
the divine sense, eternal truth which dis- 
closes the glory of God, divine revela- 
tion. If God reveals Himself in nature, 
in history, in man, then surely the study 
of natural and human phenomena will 
disclose God’s purposes. 


But as we read the books assigned in 
our courses and hear the lectures ofiered 
by the faculty and participate in discus- 
sion about the subject matter of the var- 
ious sciences and humanities, is there any 
recognition that God even exists, much 
less is glorified? Is not the truth, rather, 
that our intellectual life, our thinking, is 
divorced from our faith? 


It is customary to treat the conflict 
between science and religion as a dead 
issue—and it is, in the old sense. We are 
no longer troubled by the claim that 
science disproves religious truth. But 


there is a far more serious conflict be- 
tween science and religion which should 
trouble us: that is the conflict between 
the secularism of modern scientific 
thought, especially in the social sciences, 
and the Christian insight that man is 
more than a natural phenomenon, more 
even than an observer of natural phe- 
nomena, that man is rather a creature of 
God who partakes also of God’s creative 
powers. Man—including scholars—is a 
creature who is also a creator . 


There is need among Christians to 
cultivate Christian methods of thinking 
about life—Christian modes of analysis 
of society, of history, of economic life, 
of the human psyche. The modes of 
analysis which dominate our intellectual 
life today are essentially pagan modes of 
analysis. They are inherently skeptical 
modes of analysis, rather than faithful 
modes of analysis. They stress causation 
instead of creation. They stress the role 
of forces instead of the role of spirit. 
They stress facts instead of creative 
choices, They look only at the temporal 
things which are seen and not at the 
eternal things which are unseen. They 
deny the reality of God’s self-revelation 
in the intellectual process itself, and as a 
consequence underlying these modes of 
analysis is the tendency of the analyst— 
the social scientist in particular—to ar- 
rogate to himself a power to treat men 
as objects, a tendency to “play God” 
with his intellectual systems. Pride of 
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intellect is the besetting sin of the mod- 
ern university, whether it take the form 
of the professor’s skepticism or the stu- 
dent’s idle curiosity. 


I would remind you, therefore, that 
knowledge, intellectual understanding, 
is, from a Christian standpoint, inti- 
mately connected with faith, with hope, 
and with love. There is a faithful, a hope- 
ful, and a loving mode of scholarship 
which it is the task of the Christian 
scholar to cultivate. Though such a mode 
of scholarship will be classified as ‘“‘un- 
scientific” by the unbeliever, it will come 
much nearer the truth about human 
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nature and social life. For the truth is 
that God does not call us to be merely 
observers of life, but he calls all of us— 
even the scholars—in all that we do— 
to participate with Him in the process 
of spiritual death and resurrection which 
is the fundamental Christian experience. 


“Though I speak with the tongues of 
men and of angels and have not love, I 
am as tinkling brass and a clanging cym- 
bal.” This does not mean that I may 
speak with indifference in my scholar- 
ship so long as I am otherwise in love 
and charity with my neighbors. It means 
that God’s love must enter into the very 
mode of my thinking. 
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Christian Faith and the Inquiring Mind. 
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WG E41 IS AN INTERESTING SIGN of the times that our most eloquent defense of the 
Ee a majesty of truth should come, not from a secular, academic institution, but 
3 G@E from a Christian church. “The majesty of truth,” we are told, ‘must be pre- 
served at all times and at all costs.” In a discussion pamphlet issued by this same 
church we read words that are reminiscent of Milton’s Arcopagitica: “In the open 
market of ideas truth is its own best defender. It needs no padding or armor. Un- 
truth will crumble before valid criticism.” The pamphlet then goes on to denounce 
the mounting evil of anti-intellectualism, and to specify six ways in which that evil 
manifests itself. 






But how can these things be if the Christian faith, as some folk would tell us, 
puts blinders on the eyes of the inquiring mind? How can there be any honesty in 
a manifesto for truth by a church of which the creeds and dogmas allegedly put 
shackles upon the soul of the seeker after truth? 


I, THE PROBLEM OF A PERSPECTIVE 


Thanks to certain contemporary developments in theoretical physics it is at 
last possible to be realistic about this matter. All inquiry, scientific or otherwise, 
operates from a perspective, a frame of reference, a system of co-ordinates. For 
man there is no such thing as a universal, objective, impartial mind, which can survey 
all affairs under the aspect of eternity and of infinity. Only God’s mind has that 
sort of omniscience. Only God’s mind possesses truth as an absolute. Man always 
sees from a point of view, always knows in a perspective. 


The first requirement is that one should be frank to acknowledge his per- 
spective. The supreme intellectual dishonesty is to pretend to be without a point 
of view. The supreme pride of intellect is to pretend to transcend all points of view 
in some universal vision, The act of honesty in human inquiry is to state one’s per- 
spective, to indicate its focus and outreach, and to denote the postulates and the 
tools with which it works. This means that the perspective is open to inspection 
and to critical testing. If it should prove too narrow and cramped, we can find 
specific occasion to enlarge it. If it should prove too loose and vague, we can tighten 
its co-ordinates and sharpen its outlines. 


It is not the case that one point of view is as good as another. There is the 
better as against the worse perspective. And in a long-range program of experimental 
testing there may even be defined what is the best perspective. The tests are two. 
First is the question of inclusiveness. Which perspective opens the eyes to a wider 
range of reality, embraces an ampler area of fact and of experience and of meaning? 
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Next is the question of fruitfulness. Which perspective is more fertile in yielding 
fresh insight, in promoting new controls, in extending and enhancing the significance 
of life? 


The Christian perspective is to be measured against other perspectives by 
these two tests. Whether it serves truth better or worse than another remains to be 


seen. 
II. THe Perspective or AuTONOMOUS REASON 


The chief competitor with the Christian perspective is the perspective of 
autonomous reason. This is as old as Aristotle, as recent as the Enlightenment, and 
as contemporary as the philosophy of John Dewey. It is one in its tradition whether 
it talks the language of pure reason and formal logic, or of pure science and inductive 
logic, or of free cooperative inquiry and critical intelligence. 


The initial defect of this perspective is its failure in honesty. In its classical 
form, from the Greeks to the Age of Reason, it pretends not to be a point of view, 
to transcend all partial perspectives. As for John Dewey, he was aware that rational 
inquiry must originate in a particular problematic situation, but he continued to 
maintain the hope that somehow, by a process of self-purification, the scientific 
intelligence might at last achieve freedom and impartiality. But in retrospect it is 
clear that reason, far from being autonomous, is always the tool of some set of 
uncriticized values. The reason of Aristotle put a feudal caste system into the heart 
of reality ; the reason of Herbert Spencer espoused a capitalistic individualism, even 
as the reason of Karl Marx was proclaiming a Communist utopia; and the reason of 
John Dewey was the faithful servant of a secularized democracy. 


However, the ultimate failure of this perspective is a failure in fruitfulness. 
The history of any specific rationalism is always the swing of a pendulum from the 
extreme of bold metaphysical speculations and systems, through the dead center of 
dogmatism, to the other extreme of skepticism and nihilism. One can see the whole 
movement in the development from the Hellenic to the Hellenistic period. The orig- 
inal faith is strong and pure in Plato and in Aristotle. But reason was shortly de- 
graded from a great lord to a menial servant. It is a mere tool to the Stoic and to the 
Epicurean; it is something to be surpassed by the Neo-Platonist; and with the 
Skeptic it is consumed by a self-devouring impulse that soon annihilates it. Men then 
ceased to cultivate the inquiring mind, and cared only for peace of mind. 


There are abundant indications that we live in a Neo-Hellenistic Age. The 
great faith in autonomous reason that gave glory to the eighteenth century and the 
Enlightenment already flickers and grows dim. It is being quenched by the cold 
touch of positivism. As its light sputters out into relativism, impressionism, and 
skepticism, men are persuaded that they no longer desire either to know the truth 
or to be free. They want what the Roman world wanted in its decline — atara-ia, 
apathia — tranquillity, indifference, the peace that by-passeth understanding. 
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When all our social skills and techniques of organization are devoted to establishing 
an illusory security, we have forsaken the inquiring mind. 


For in this perspective of an allegedly autonomous reason there are two fatal 
losses that gut the intellect of man, One is a loss of the faith in the significance of 
the venture. No mind will continue long in inquiry if the outcome can only be a 
horrible revelation which annihilates the dignity of the mind itself. For a while it 
may be sustained by a sort of perverse death-wish, but the death-wish cannot 
outlast the death. The other loss is a very practical one, and is the loss of the 
mind’s capacity to defend itself before others. It can scarcely extol freedom of 
conscience and freedom of expression if there is no truth which is to be the out- 
come of the exercise of these freedoms. It cannot speak of its rights after taking 
pains to prove that there are no such entities as rights. And so when the mind is en- 
feebled by the logic of its own exertions, it becomes an easy prey to every monster 
of lust, or of power, or of hatred, that would enslave it or devour it 


III. Wuat Is THE CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE? 


If there is such a thing as the Christian perspective, to be compared with other 
perspectives, we must have the honesty to acknowledge it, and the fairness to specify 
its distinguishing characteristics. It, too, must face the tests of inclusiveness and of 
fruitfulness. 


One way to define a perspective is by indicating its co-ordinates. The Christian 
point of view takes on meaning from certain markers or beacons which delineate its 
outlines and illuminate its vision. These are the central doctrines of the faith con- 
cerning God and man and the world. There is God who is creator, judge, and re- 
deemer ; manifest in the three persons of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. There is 
man who is both child of God and sinner, both bound and free, with his true self 
fulfilled in time and in eternity, There is, beyond the limits of this world, another 
world, not set off in sharp disjunction from this world, but continuous with it in 
function and in significance, to which one passes some day lightly through the 
supreme irrelevance which is death, but which for this life provides the wider 
horizon and the more radiant vision of meaning. 


Yet while such co-ordinates of doctrine help to define the Christian perspective, 
taken in themselves they are productive only of a barren intellectualism. For the 
faith by which man sees is greater than the doctrine by which he walks and works. If 
our minds are preoccupied in this manner with the doctrine, then, in the fields of 
learning, we shall go about the desperate business of trying to find God in physics, 
Christ in chemistry, and the Holy Spirit in history. And if we do not at once find 
them there, we shall insist on inserting them there. After a while the honest mind 
recoils from the artificiality of the procedure. The simple point is, God is not in 
physics, physics is in God. Christ is not in Shakespeare—except in a purely verbal 
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and perfunctory manner—but it is possible and fruitful to read Shakespeare with 
the light that we have from Christ. 


So the Christian perspective, unlike the perspective of autonomous reason, is 
not just an affair of the intellect. It comes out of the viscera, the striped and the 
unstriped muscles, the nerves and the tendons, the heart and the lungs and the 
head, every organ of sense, every inch of skin. It has to do with the whole man. It 
is the orientation of the whole man to reality, his total way of looking at life, the 
way he sees it, believes it, takes it, and lives it. Perhaps, then, the best way to 
define this perspective is in the terms given us by Saint Paul. The Christian per- 
spective is the perspective of faith and hope and love. When we understand it in 
these terms, then we understand just what was lacking in the perspective of the 
Hellenistic world, and also what is so sadly lacking in the perspective of this Neo- 
Hellenistic Age of ours. When the ancient world lost the faith and the hope and the 
love, then the mind, too, lost its inquiring zeal. It is with an identical torpor of the 
intellect that we are threatened today. 


We must beware, however, of falling into the error of William Blake and 
proclaiming a romantic diffuseness of vision and imagination. The faith and the hope 
and the love that are ours have a specific content and character. It is the service of 
sound doctrine that it helps to define that content and character. We have a faith in 
a very particular kind of biblical God; we have a very special kind of Christian 
hope; we cherish a love that was made most real for us in the Incarnation. The 
contrast between our perspective and other perspectives goes in two directions. 
There is a contrast with the perspective of faithlessness, of hopelessness, and of love- 
lessness. And there is a contrast with the perspective of false faiths, of illusory 
hopes, and of unworthy loves. And what we are affirming at this moment is that 
this specifically Christian perspective of faith and hope and love is the perspective 
within which the inquiring mind most effectively conducts its business. 


IV. THe CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE AT WorK 


To prove our thesis we should have to examine the whole history of the questing 
intellect. Since such detailed documentation is impossible here, we must be content 
for the moment with indicating the broad outlines of the argument. 


The issue will be met head on if we deal with that aspect of the Christian 
perspective which is least acceptable to the mind of the liberal humanist. This is 
what is alleged to be the other-worldliness of the Christian outlook. Actually this 
conception of the matter involves a grave distortion of the Christian point of view. 
As Toynbee points out in his brilliant essay on “The Meaning of History for the 
Soul,” there are three possible alternatives. One may have a purely this-worldly 
point of view, or a purely other-worldly point of view, or a functional and dialectical 
view of the relations of the two worlds in which this world is seen to be simply one 
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province of the whole Kingdom of God. It is the third alternative which is truly 
Christian. 


The practical point is that it is this third alternative alone which can give abid- 
ing significance to life on this earth, and can provide the inclusive frame of 
reference which makes continuously fruitful the work of the inquiring mind. The 
primary evidence lies in the philosophy of history. The outlook of the classical 
Greeks, the Hindus, and the Chinese—which adopted either of Toynbee’s first two 
alternatives—was unanimous in reducing history to a meaningless routine of mech- 
anical recurrence. It was the Christian outlook, with Toynbee’s third alternative, that 
created the first great philosophy of history with Augustine, and suddenly made 
man’s adventure in this world look like a pilgrimage with a significant consum- 
mation, In the other two perspectives man can be either a picaro or an anchorite, but 
he cannot be greatly concerned with where he is or with where he is going, or at 
any rate he can find no connection between the two. 


Of these three characters, the pilgrim will have more interest in history and 
the social sciences and the natural sciences than will the picaro or the anchorite. 
No science can come out of a sensationalistic intoxication with present experience, 
nor can any come out of a contempt for present experience. The pilgrim is well 
aware that this world is not his permanent home, and he is unwilling to make an 
idolatry of it. But he does believe, with an intense seriousness, that every step he 
takes in this world is a significant one; that it is therefore his duty to note and to 
interpret the conditions and the stages of life’s way. He is also persuaded that he 
is only one of a goodly company of pilgrims, and that, as he has profited from the 
signs and the counsels of those who have preceded him, he has a duty to make more 
straight the path and more clear the markers for those who must follow. 


The issue comes to a focus in the contrast between Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress 
and Voltaire’s Candide. The latter is really a sort of “pilgrim’s progress” of the 
Age of Reason. In this satirical romance Voltaire, the rationalist, is confronting 
the irreducible fact of evil. For him, as for other spirits of the Renaissance—a 
Shakespeare’s Hamlet, for instance— this one fact makes nonsense of all the pre- 
tensions of the intellect. All explanations of science and of philosophy are gradually 
reduced to absurdity, until at last we reach the extraordinary conclusion — which 
prefigures the doom of the Enlightenment — “Travaillons sans raisonner!” But 
while Candide ends by cultivating his garden in avoidance of the pain of fruitless 
inquiry, Christian in Bunyan’s tale is an insatiable inquirer. Indeed, the astonishing 
thing in Pilgrim’s Progress is the way our hero, under the constant necessity of 
fighting monsters and escaping traps, should persist in such interminable specu- 
lations and discussions about the values of life. If this particular Christian’s frame 
of reference should seem to us to be a bit bleak and narrow, at any rate the 
opportunity remains to give it more color and breadth. Here the inquiring mind 
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still inquires because a great faith lends significance to the inquiry. In Candide the 
faith is lost, and the inquiry ceases. 


Surely humanist learning achieves the peak of preposterous presumption when 
it calls the faith of Christian a grand illusion, In my library is Corliss Lamont’s 
Iliusion of Immortality. Mr. Lamont has fought a long battle against this “illusion,” 
and meanwhile has been in dalliance with the greatest illusion of our time—the 
Marxist illusion. In my library is also Henry George's Progress and Poverty, in 
the curious “Conclusion” to this great work of inquiry and of social evangelism, 
there is a reaffirmation of the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, with the as- 
sertion that the belief in such a doctrine is essential to the work in hand. Whose, 
then, is the illusion, and whose is the true vision? Mr. Lamont has recently given us 
some sensitive advice as to how the remains of the honest atheist may be decently 
interred. Is this where the autonomous intellect leads us once again, and is it possible 
that what is being interred here, in symbol, is the remains of reason itself, as we 
have progressed past cultivating Candide’s garden to digging in Mr. Lamont’s 
grave-yard? 

Surely faith goeth betore understanding. It is the promise of unconsummated 
meanings, the hope of significant fulfillments. Doubtless the understanding helps to 
articulate and even to correct the faith. But when faith fails, the light of the intellect 
is out. When hope departs, the inquiring mind ceases to inquire.When love is gone, 
then reason has lost its reason. 
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Christian Apologetics and the College Campus 
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aA HE COLLEGE CAMPUS about which I am concerned in this essay is not the 
BAN 
> “ 


Fd fee Campus of the Church college but the campus of the secular college or 
fabs (ees university and my concern is primarily with the student on such a campus. 
I do not want to go into the question here as to whose responsibility it is to present 
the Christian faith to the student, but I want to consider only the problems that 
will be encountered in presenting that faith by whomever it is done. 








The Christian apologist on the college campus today faces a situation which is 
in some sense unique—it is not that the average student whom he encounters has 
too rigid intellectual convictions but rather that he has none. In former times I think 
it was possible to take some things for granted, to appeal to some self-evident 
truths and to build upon those foundations. Today it is scarcely possible to take 
anything for granted with the possible exception of the authority of natural science. 
Everything and anything, with this one exception, is open to question. To the 
extent that this attitude is a reflection of the typical adolescent revolt against author- 
ity it is part of a healthy development towards maturity but, in my opinion, it is 
frequently more than that. For rather than revolting against the authority of his 
elders the student is frequently only reflecting an attitude which is commonly found 
among his teachers and parents. And to that extent the student’s attitude is but a 
reflection of the intellectual anarchy and moral confusion that is typical of our times. 
Rather than challenging his nihilism, his teachers frequently aid and abet it. 
Students, probably, have always been sophists but today they can cite you eminent 
intellectual authorities, many of them among our colleagues, who support them in 
their claim that there is no truth about anything, that there is no moral law or moral 
order, that man is not essentially different from the beasts, that nothing is bad or ugly 
but thinking makes it so, etc. The student who proclaims these opinions does so 
not with the intention of shocking his elders—as he might have done a few decades 
ago—but rather in a complete spirit of conformity. And it is not the teacher who is 
the sophist who is the maverick on the college campus but rather the one who talks 
in terms of such old-fashioned concepts as truth, goodness and beauty. 


Not only is the intellectual climate on the college campus today uncongenial to 
teaching that starts from the assumption that there is such a thing as truth, good- 
ness and beauty but the social environment also militates against it. In an age and 
society which prostrates itself before the altar of materialistic progress, which en- 
courages its young people above everything else to be “successful” and sends them to 
college in the hope that it will contribute to that success—it is difficult in such a 
climate to speak very convincingly of Truth, Goodness or Beauty. It is difficult to 
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communicate the meaning of spiritual values in a commercial atmosphere that 
exalts technological skills above literary ones; where the juke box drowns out con- 
versation ; where the unfunny “comics” provide a principal source of leisure hour 
reading and where violence is exalted in much that the student sees and reads. It is 
small wonder that the activities of the classroom seem to many of the students to be 
so far removed from reality as they experience it and that they regard those activities 
with dogged boredom or with a patronizing air of superior sophistication. 


But being human the student does have potentialities for intellectual and 
spiritual growth and that is the challenge which he presents to the teacher. Now 
it may seem that I am a long time coming around to the subject of Christian apolo- 
getics but it is precisely my point that we have a very long way to go with the 
student before we can even begin to talk with him intelligently about the articles of 
the Christian faith or the meaning of the Christian life. We must prepare, it seems 
to me, the intellectual and moral soil within which Christianity can take root 
before the average student can begin to grasp the essentials of Christianity with 
a mature faith based upon intellectual conviction. 


Christianity emerged in a world that was in some sense prepared for it by 
the experiences of the Jewish people, by the teachings of the Jewish prophets and 
by the philosophical speculation of the ancient Greeks. It was against the back- 
ground of those experiences and teachings that Christ and His apostles taught. We 
have rooted out of our culture today not only the teachings of Christ but the 
teachings of the Jewish prophets and the Greek philosophers. In a sense the 
intellectual climate in which we live today might properly be described not only 
as post-Christian but as pre-Socratic. We have to recover many of the convictions 
that characterized the thought and lives of the Jews and the Greeks before the 
teachings of Christianity can make any impact upon our own lives and thought. Or, 
at any rate, this seem to me to be the situation with respect to the average student. 


The early apostles preached to persons who did not doubt the existence of God 
nor the reality of the moral law. Today it is more common, at least among students, 
to find disbelief in the existence of God than it is to find genuine conviction. 
And the moral law is definitely an anachronism. Now how can you talk to a student 
about the Incarnation when he harbors grave doubts about the existence of God? 
How can you make a Christian of a man who is not yet a Theist ? How can you talk 
meaningfully of transcending the moral law to a person who denies that there is 
any moral law to transcend? How can you talk meaningfully about sin to a person 
who neither believes in God nor in a moral order? 


From many Christian pulpits today we hear it said very often that the besetting 
sin of our age is Pharisaism and that Christianity is much more than morality. Now 
I understand what is meant by this, have said it myself on many occasions, but 
nevertheless I do not think the besetting sin of our age, whatever might be true of 
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other times, is too strict observance of the moral law. It does not seem to me that the 
lives of either our youngsters or of their parents is characterized by meticulous 
concern with the precepts of morality. Nor do the churches seem to be burdened by 
an excessive number of persons who think that they can purchase salvation by 
tithing or good works. It is not, I suggest, Pharisaism from which our generation 
needs to be rescued but rather moral chaos. National Socialism, Fascism and Com- 
munism reflect an atmosphere not of moral self-righteousness but of moral anarchy. 
It is not Cotton Mather that Hitler and Stalin most closely resemble but rather the 
juvenile delinquent grown to manhood. There may come a time in the future, as 
there have been times in the past, when it will be appropriate to warn people against 
an excessive reliance upon moral virtue but it does not seem to me that the time is 
now. 


What our students need today is not less instruction in the moral law but 
more instruction. Intellectually most of them are Sophists and the arguments of 
Thrasymachus, Glaucon and Callicles are repeated by them as though they were the 
latest wisdom. We do them the greatest service when we point out to them that 
their arguments are hoary with age and that Plato went a long way towards dispos- 
ing of them. We need to expose them to the teachings of men like Plato and Aristotle 
not because theirs is the last word on the subject but because it is the first 
impressive intellectual attempt to deal with problems that are peculiar not alone 
to the fourth century B.C. but to our own times as well. Indeed, it is the contem- 
poraneity of their thinking that most impresses students who are exposed to their 
teaching. As Christians we have eventually the obligation to point out the limitations 
in the thought of both Plato and Aristotle, but we are hurrying the process unduly 
if we think that the average student today is so imbued with the thought of the 
Greek philosophers that he can appreciate our discussion of their limitations. 


I have heard a number of sermons preached in recent years in which the min- 
ister scolded the congregation for thinking that the God of Abraham, of Isaac and of 
Jacob was the God of the philosophers and the savants. This is undoubtedly a 
vital problem for Pascal, Kierkegaard and Barth but it is not, I suggest, a vital 
problem for the average member of the congregation or for the student. The 
problem for the average member of the congregation and for the student is not 
that he thinks too philosophicaily about God but rather that he does not think 
about Him at all . 


If the average student has difficulty in understanding what the Christian 
is talking about, the difficulty, I suggest, does not lie in the fact that he thinks 
that salvation consists in the meticulous observance of the moral law nor in the 
fact that Christ is an intellectual offense to some philosophical conception of God 
which he cherishes but because neither God nor the moral law have any reality for 
him. Both God and the moral law appear to him to be the impedimenta of a super- 
stitious age now, fortunately, superseded by the age of science and technology. 
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If the student thinks about salvation at all, which is doubtful, he thinks of it in 
terms of what science and technology can do to create a paradise upon earth. 
It seems self-evident to him that science has explained or will very soon be able to 
explain everything that requires explanation, and he lives in a world which knows 
neither mystery nor awe. Nothing, quite literally, is sacred and religion impresses 
him as folklore. 


And it is as folklore that religious beliefs are treated in most of his classrooms, 
if they are mentioned at all. He gathers by omission and innuendo that belief in 
God is not intellectually respectable and if he has the temerity to assert opinions 
or to raise questions which flow from this belief, he is likely to be greeted with 
ridicule. 


What can we do to help the student who finds himself in this not uncommon 
situation? We can tell him to have faith such as we have but not only is this not 
likely to be of much help to him in his present situation but it is likely to sound 
self-righteous as well. Nor is this the most appropriate time to explain to him the 
doctrine of election. What the student who raises the questions of God’s existence 
and all that follows from that wants to know is whether the weight of probable 
evidence lies on the side of Christianity or against Christianity. This seems to me 
to be a perfectly legitimate question and one that we should seek to answer in the 
spirit in which it is asked. There will come a time in our discussion with the student 
when we must talk to him about faith but not, I should like to suggest, until we have 
taken him as far with rational argument as it is possible to go. 


Let me hasten to add, so that there will be no misunderstanding, that I recog- 
nize that faith cannot be compelled by rational argument, that God alone can create 
faith where it is non-existent and that no man by searching can find God. But there 
is much that we can do by rational argument and that which we can do is not insigni- 
ficant and may, indeed, prove helpful. We can start with the assumption, commonly 
held by students, that science proves the non-existence of God and we can show him, 
as A. E. Taylor has recently done, that many “widely entertained ‘scientific’ ob- 
jections to theistic belief are unsound and that it is unbelief (not belief) which 
is the unreasonable attitude.” Not only can we show up the specious bad reasoning 
of the assailants of Theism and Christianity but we can show him, as Michael 
Foster, Alfred North Whitehead, and others have done, that science could only have 
arisen in a culture that was nourished by Christianity. More positively I think, 
despite Kant, that we can expose the student to the traditional arguments for the 
existence of God, especially the argument from design and the argument that 
proceeds from the moral nature of man. We shall still be a long way from Christi- 
anity but we have to remember that the student has a long way to go. 


I am suggesting that the student would profit greatly from being exposed to 
natural theology and that in the initial stages of his intellectual and spiritual 
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development such exposure will be more valuable and meaningful to him than dog- 
matic theology or the usual Bible courses. As examples of the kind of natural the- 
ology I have in mind, I mean the sort of thing that A. E. Taylor has done in The 
Faith of a Moralist and in his most recent book Does God Exist?, and the sort of 
thing that William Temple did in Nature, Man and God. 


Now I am aware that there are Protestant theologians who would reject 
natural theology altogether and others who regard it as of little importance. Their 
objections are perhaps best summarized by Emil Brunner in his Revelation and 
Reason. Brunner holds first of all that the traditional arguments for the existence 
of God in themselves “possess considerable, and indeed convincing, cogency,” but 
that there “is no court of appeal which—from the outside, as it were—can establish 
the rightness or wrongness of the proofs.” The result is that “many, but by no 
means the majority, or even all who have been competent to deal with the problem, 
regard the proofs for the existence of God as verifiable. . . . It would seem, 
therefore, that the acceptance or rejection of the proofs for the existence of God 
must involve other elements besides rational ones.” Second, “faith has no interest 
in them” because ‘“‘the way in which the divine revelation produces the certainty 
of faith is quite different from that of proof, and it is completely independent of 
the success or failure of the process of proof.” Third, the “God” of these proofs 
is not the Living God of faith but an intellectual abstraction and where there is no 
predisposition to accept them, the arguments of natural theology cannot produce 
conviction. Finally, Brunner thinks that “Where they are supported by the Christian 
tradition the abstract idea which they attain is related to the Christian idea of God 
in some way or another ; but where the Christian basis disappears they lose not only 
their convincing power but also their Christian theistic content.” While these 
criticisms of Brunner appear to be devastating it may be that they point to the 
limitations of natural theology rather than to its complete futility. 


At any rate this is the view of Professor George Thomas and I am inclined to 
agree with him. In an essay which he recently contributed to a volume entitled 
Christianity and Reason he examines each of Brunner’s arguments. (1) The fact 
that the acceptance or rejection of the proofs for the existence of God must involve 
other elements besides rational ones does not invalidate the rational element which 
is included in the proofs nor invalidate the proofs themselves. (2) The fact 
that “faith takes no interest in them” because it depends upon revelation rather 
than argument is also irrelevant, Thomas points out, to the question of their validity. 
For “the proofs were not designed primarily to appeal to men of faith but to 
convince men without faith, on the one hand, and to strengthen the faith of those 
assailed by doubts, on the other.” (3) It is true, Thomas says, that the knowledge 
gained from the proofs is not knowledge of the Living God of faith in the sense 
of a direct encounter with Him in experience. “It is knowledge about God rather 
than direct knowledge of God. The latter must come from a personal experience 
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of His reality. Nevertheless, it is misleading to say that the knowledge about God 
offered by the proofs is nothing more than an ‘intellectual abstraction.’ All philo- 
sophical knowledge, of course, is expressed in abstract conceptual terms, but the 
object or content of such knowledge may be a concrete personal Being.” (4) Finally, 
says Thomas, “the fact that the proofs of natural theology have been more con- 
vincing when the Christian faith has been strong does not mean that they are mere 
rationalizations of faith. For the beginnings of these proofs, especially the cosmo- 
logical and teleological ones, are to be found in Plato and Aristotle long before 


Christ.” 


Natural theology does have its limitations. The Christian’s knowledge of 
the God of love and mercy has come through a historical revelation rather than 
by way of rational demonstration but if the God of Abraham, of Isaac and of Jacob 
is something more than the God of the philosophers, He is certainly nothing less. 
The God of Christianity is undoubtedly more than the Prime Mover and First Cause 
of the universe but He is certainly no less. The God of Christianity is certainly 
more than a Cosmic Mind which is the source of order and beauty in the world 
but He is certainly that. The God of Christianity is certainly more than a Cosmic 
Will characterized by goodness but He is surely that. And if God is the Creator 
of nature and the governor of history we should expect to find a general revelation 
of God in nature and in history. If man is created in the image and likeness of God 
we should expect to hear, if only faintly, the voice of God speaking to us through 
our conscience. To deny the value of this general revelation, in what seems to me a 
mistaken anxiety to protect the special revelation in Christ, is to deny that the 
Christian religion has anything in common with the religious experience of non- 
Christians, to deny the rationality of God and also to deny that Christian morality 
has any relationship to authentic moral virtue. Even more important, as George 
Thomas says, “it is to close our eyes to the light that is all around us and to sin 
against the Holy Spirit which leads us into all truth.” Both the value and limitations 
of natural theology are well summarized by Professor Thomas when he says: “one 
of the main functions of natural theology is to prepare unbelievers for faith .. . 
natural theology uses concepts that enable men only to know about God, and men 
must experience God before they can know Him as a living reality. But unless one 
holds with the mystics that knowledge through concepts completely distorts the 
object known, there is a place for such knowledge. It cannot produce faith in God, 
but it can produce the belief that His existence is probable. Something must happen 
to a man before this belief can become faith in a religious sense. Natural theology 
cannot make it happen. But it can prepare the way for it to happen.” Although he 
made important contributions to natural theology, William Temple was also con- 
scious of its limitations. It may assure a man, he said, “that there is a God who both 
claims and deserves his worship; it may bid him to seek that God and the way to 
worship Him; but it cannot confront him with the God whom it describes. It can 
only discuss God ; it cannot reveal Him.” Deliverance from sin requires that a man 
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abandon and submit himself to that which can lift him out of himself and natural 
theology or religion cannot bring that kind of deliverance. But it can demonstrate 
that “there is a God who both claims and deserves his worship” and because it is 
precisely this claim that the average student denies, natural theology can speak 
to him in his situation as dogmatic theology cannot. 


It may seem that my approach to the problem of Christian apologetics is ex- 
cessively intellectual but since we are talking here about the problem of Christian 
apologetics on the college campus, it seems to me, that in this situation an intellectual 
approach is both necessary and desirable. The student is primarily concerned, at least 
in his classrooms, with intellectual problems and methods and we must approach 
him when talking about religion in the same way that he is accustomed to hearing 
other problems discussed if we are to make any impact upon his mind. If the 
Christian apologist, whether he be a college chaplain or someone else, cannot 
speak the language which the student is accustomed to hearing in the classroom he 
will not command the attention of the student nor make any impact upon his think- 
ing. Many students drift away from Christianity at precisely that point where it no 
longer seems relevant to what they are learning in the classroom or where it seems 
to be devoid of intellectual content. And they are not to be brought back into 
the fold by hymn singing, pious platitudes, good fellowship or prayer meetings. 
Indeed, they are likely to run in the opposite direction. If the Christian apologist 
wants to meet them on their own ground he must be prepared to deal with such 
questions as: how do we know that God exists? What evidence is there for the 
existence of a moral order? My anthropology professor says that all Christians are 
animists and that there are no universal or absolute moral principles, my psychology 
professor says that individuals turn to religion when they can no longer bear the 
responsibilities of freedom, etc. 


My complaint about the usual way in which we approach the problem of 
Christian apologetics on the college campus today is twofold and, perhaps, it will 
seem paradoxical. For my complaint is that we are too dogmatic with the unbeliever 
and not dogmatic enough with the believer. We tend to be impatient with the un- 
believer who presents us with his doubts about the existence of God and we tell him 
that we will not try to prove the existence of God to him since even if we succeeded 
it would not be the God of the Christian faith. We are impatient with the un- 
believer’s rational scruples and sometimes we suggest that he put his reason aside— 
indeed, sometimes we tell him that unless he puts his reason aside he shall never 
come to know the God whom we worship, However sound we may believe this to be 
as Christian doctrine, and I personally find it defective, it is very poor Christian 
apologetics. At the most we baffle such a student and confirm him in his suspicion 
that Christianity is irrational and superstitious. To tell him to have faith, when he 
has none, is hardly helpful either. To tell him, as we frequently do, that everything 
ultimately rests upon faith of some kind is still not very helpful when we give him 
no criteria for distinguishing true faiths from false ones or the true God from false 
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gods. We may appeal to him on the basis of religious experience but this is neces- 
sarily a subjective argument and a difficult one to use effectively. It is not only 
difficult to communicate our religious experiences to someone else but 
difficult to do so in a way that is both sincere and inoffensive. They are not the sort 
of thing about which we should be able to talk easily and often. And when all is said 
they are our experiences, not those of the person to whom we are talking. He can 
only reply, as he frequently does, that he has had no similar experience. 


But if we are too dogmatic with the unbeliever in our zeal to hasten his con- 
version, we are often not dogmatic enough when we come to deal with the believer. 
I am constantly amazed at how little students who call themselves Christians and 
have church affiliations know about the Christian religion. In talking to groups 
of such students on the campus I am struck by the similarity of the questions which 
they ask with the questions asked by the so-called unbeliever. I have encountered 
students among such groups, for example, who will tell you that in some sense, a 
sense | fail to understand, they accept Christ as their Savior and yet harbor grave 
doubts as to the existence of God. They will tell you, too, that all religions are 
equally valid and that they only happen to be Christians because they live in a 
Christian society. Most of them are moral relativists who, like the unbeliever, can 
repeat the arguments of the Sophists more readily than they can tell you the precepts 
of the moral law. They have never heard of the cardinal virtues let alone the 
theological ones and if they have heard the word virtue at all they think that it 
has something to do with chastity. They see apparently no contradiction between 
their inability to believe in God and their ability to believe in Christ, in their ability to 
believe in Christ as the exemplar of perfect goodness and their inability to distinguish 
right from wrong except upon some utilitarian basis. They have, incidentally, no 
idea why they are Methodists, Episcopalians, Baptists or Presbyterians and appear 
to be completely ignorant of the origins or history of their own denominations. 
Some might interpret this particular form of ignorance as a healthy sign of ecumen- 
icity but I should be inclined to interpret it less charitably. 


In a little essay entitled Creed or Chaos? Dorothy Sayers suggests that we 
are engaged today in a life or death struggle between Christianity and pagan 
religions, At bottom, she says, “it is a violent and irreconcilable quarrel about 
the nature of God and the nature of man and the ultimate nature of the universe.” 
It is a war of dogma against dogma and it is our own distrust of dogma which is 
severely handicapping us in the struggle. Speaking of the situation in England 
she says: “Apart from a possible one per cent of intelligent and instructed Chris- 
tians, there are three kinds of people we have to deal with. There are the frank and 
open heathen, whose notions of Christianity are a dreadful jumble of rags and tags of 
Bible anecdote and clotted mythological nonsense. There are the ignorant Chris- 
tians, who combine a mild gentle-Jesus sentimentality with vaguely humanistic 
ethics — most of them are Arian heretics. Finally, there are the more or less 
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instructed church-goers who know all the arguments about divorce and auricular 
confession and communion in two kinds, but are about as well equipped to do battle 
on fundamentals against a Marxian atheist or a Wellsian agnostic as a boy with a 
pea-shooter facing a fan-fare of machine guns.” With some variations I think this 
would also be true of the United States. Nine out of ten Christians, Dorothy Sayers 
says, “are exceedingly surprised to discover that the Creeds contain any statements 
that bear a practical and comprehensible meaning.” “If I tell them,” she says, 
“that it is an article of faith that the same God who made the world endured the 
suffering of the world, they ask in perfect good faith what connection there is 
between that statement and the story of Jesus. If I draw attention to the dogma 
that the same Jesus who was the Divine Love was also Light of Light, the Divine 
Wisdom, they are surprised. Some of them thank me very heartily for this entirely 
novel and original interpretation of Scripture which they never heard of before 
and suppose me to have invented it. Others say irritably that they don’t like to 
think that wisdom and religion have anything to do with one another and that 
I should do much better to cut out the wisdom and reason and intelligence and 
stick to the simple gospel of love. But whether they are pleased or annoyed, they 
are interested; and the thing that interests them, whether or not they suppose it 
to be my invention, is the resolute assertion of the dogma.” In speaking to 
students I have had the same experience which Dorothy Sayers describes here. It 
would appear unfortunately to be true that many Christian students have never heard 
the Christian story told but in the most elementary way and that when the theologi- 
cal implications of that story are brought out it comes as a completely novel revela- 
tion. Different times and situations require different emphases. There have been 
times when Christianity was too much concerned with dogma but those times are not 
now. *‘Faith may die,” A. E. Taylor has said, “often has died, of internal ossification, 
when it is not allowed to stir except under the weight of a cast-iron panoply of 
ready-made doctrinal formulae ; it may die, no less surely, by a sort of liquefaction, 
when suffered to evaporate in vague emotionalism, And of the rival dangers, there 
cannot be much doubt that the second is more imminent for the average member of 
the ‘educated’ society of our country at the present day. Most of us are in no very 
great danger, as we might have been in some former ages, of spoiling our religion 

. . by excess of intellectual conviction.” Certainly the average student is in no such 
danger. 


Let me conclude this essay by making a practical suggestion. Among the stu- 
dents who are Christians we need more rigid and systematic theological instruction. 
We need to bring them into study groups where they will pursue the study of 
Christian theology in as disciplined a fashion as they now study economics, anthro- 
pology, history and other subjects of the academic curriculum. Communists who are 
dedicated to the bringing about of a world-wide dictatorship of the proletariat 
devote a considerable portion of their time to the study of the writings of Marx, 
Engels, and Lenin; Christians who are dedicated to the coming of the Kingdom of 
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God should not feel unduly imposed upon if they are asked to spend a similar 
portion of their time in the serious study of Christian theology and philosophy. 


For the unbeliever we need a forum or study group where sympathetic attention 
will be given to the problems of natural theology and where he can raise questions 
about the Christian religion without committing himself in any way. I would hope 
that eventually courses in natural theology might find their way into the academic 
curriculum but we need not wait for that day in order to begin. Many students who 
are inclined to an interest in Christianity are reluctant, I think, to turn to a minister 
for instruction for fear that this interest may involve a commitment which they are 
not prepared to make. It is here that the layman can be most effective and where 
he is most needed. 


My position with respect to the whole problem of Christian apologetics is 
essentially the same as that expressed by Alan Richardson in his book on that 
subject. “God does not compel us against our will to believe. He invites, and waits 
for our acceptance. But it is God who has also created the very possibility of our 
acceptance, our capacity of response in faith, the freedom to use our reason and 
will rationally when the gift of faith is offered to us. God created man in His own 
image; and our capacity to respond to God’s Word, our reason and conscience — 
which reflect that light which lighteth every man coming into the world — are 
God’s “point of connection” with us; they are the vestigial remains of that original 
righteousness, sadly defaced, which is the divine image and likeness in man. The 
light of reason and conscience, themselves always, however feeble, refractions of 
the divine light, must be rekindled by the brightness of the light of the biblical 
revelation of Christ, who is the effulgence of the Eternal Light. Reason, which is 
blind and helpless in questions of ultimate truth until it is illuminated again by 
the light from which it came, is nevertheless that capacity or part of us which 
through divine assistance recognizes the truth when it comes to us; will is the 
capacity which through divine help acts upon the truth that is thus brought to it in 
the operation of the divinely enlightened conscience; and the result is what 
Christians know by the name of faith... . 


“Faith is necessarily bound up with reason and neither reason nor faith can 
be understood without the other. . . . Our knowledge of God in this life is essen- 
tially a rational knowledge made possible by faith in the biblical revelation. 
Traditional Christian apologetics has rightly avoided all arguments from mystical 
experience to a direct or unmediated knowledge of God enjoyed by the human soul. 
The knowledge of God, as the Bible and the Church understand it, is mediated by 
the word, that is by the address of God as of one rational being to other rational 
beings. The final New Testament category for the understanding of God’s address 
to the world in Jesus Christ is the conception of Christ as God’s incarnate Word. 
The use of words is a function of rational minds and the means of communication 
between rational minds. Our knowledge of other minds, and particularly of their 


[268] 














CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS AND THE COLLEGE CAMPUS 


purposes or rational intentions, is mediated to us primarily by words. In this life our 
knowledge of God must remain rational knowledge in this sense; no wordless 
knowledge of God, or immediate apprehension of Him, is claimed as a result 
of Christian faith. Faith is not a mystical but a rational activity, and to seek 
‘religious experience’ as an evidence for or as a consequence of Christian faith is 
the first false step in our religious life. Our knowledge of God is a mediated 
knowledge, and the One Mediator is Christ the Word.” 
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CLARENCE P. SHEDD 


Paul, in explaining to the Christians at Corinth why he intends to stay at 
Ephesus until Pentecost says: “A wide door for effective work has opened to me.” 
This phrase vividly describes the opportunity for Christian witness in American 
colleges and universities. Not only one door but many doors have swung wide open. 
In a way quite unique in this present century this is a day of God’s visitation. It is 
the most hopeful moment I have seen in forty-four years of Christian ministry in 
the colleges. 

The doors are open for both a positive Christian witness and for the reshaping 
of aims and processes of higher education so that students graduate with sound 
reason for knowing that faith in God, and devotion to those great ethical con- 
ceptions of truth, goodness, beauty, love, justice, and brotherhood, that find their 
deepest rootage in our Judeo-Christian heritage, make sense in our mad chaotic 
world. I can only point to a few (there are scores of them) of these opening doors. 


1) The first is the climate of student thinking today. 


These students furnish more grounds for hope than discouragement. Many 
students of youth’s attitudes have sought for a phrase which would adequately 
characterize the youth of this generation. They are confusing and contradictory. 
They have been called “the second lost generation” (Time), “the silent generation” 
(Time), “the cautious moderate generation” (Newsweek), “reluctantly pagan” 
(Merrimon Cuninggim), “the first truly international generation” (Thornton 
Wilder) and an article in the March 1955 issue of Coronet by a twenty year old, uses 
the epithet “The Unwanted Generation.” But what can one say about 2,500,000 
students! Nothing or everything. We all know a few students and we base our 
generalization on these. Both the Time and Newsweek surveys would seem to sup- 
port the generalization: “More mature than their grandfathers, more cautious than 
their fathers, more likely to think things through.” A Vassar girl in the Newsweek 
survey said, “We’re a cautious generation, we are not buying what we are not sure 
of.” My instinctive comment when I read this was, “Poor girl, how much you are 
missing— how dull and uninteresting!’ Certainly romance as well as “the faith 
that moves mountains” go out the window with such a philosophy of life! 


World War I with its Wilsonian slogan of “make the world safe for democracy” 
gave us the flaming youth of the “roaring twenties” with their excesses on the one 
hand, but also, do not forget, their sublime faith in the possibilities of building a 
brave new world with their own hearts and hands. World War II has given us a 
disillusioned, bewildered, but deeply serious, hard working generation, that mainly 
wants to get on the job of living and home building as quickly and solidly as possible. 

*This article is the substance of the Henry B. Wright lecture given by Professor Shedd at 
the Yale University Divinity School Convocation on April 14, 1955. It was on the occasion of 
his retirement from the Stephen Merrell Clement Professorship which he has held since 1923. 


Copies of the entire address, “Religion in Higher Education—Retrospect and Prospect.” May be 
secured by sending 15 cents per copy to the Christian Scholar, 257 4th Ave., New York 10, N. Y. 
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They do their work (as do all of us) on the assumption and with the faith that there 
will be a tomorrow and that it may hopefully be somewhat better than today, but also 
with certain knowledge that one misstep may push us all over the abyss that means 
the end oi our civilization. It is a revolutionary age in which the race is between 
total annihilation and civilization. 


It is a generation that knows the world is in a frightful mess and is learning 
how to “grin and bear it.”” They are determined to make the best out of a bad job. 
“There seems to be a fear,” says Alan Walker of Australia in The Christian 
Century, “that disappointment is inevitable and that it is better not to pitch dreams 
too high.” They are not revolters, not because of lack of courage or conviction, but 
because they do not know what to revolt against. It is a surprising thing, and I leave 
it to the Department of Social Ethics to explain, but there is little in contemporary 
student behavior that reflects the vogue of juvenile delinquency, the lurid stories of 
which fill our newspapers. 


Religiously it is a wistful generation, tired of living on “snap judgments” and 
seeking enduring foundations. It is the most intelligently responsive student 
generation that I have known. This does not mean a “return” to religion or “revival 
of religion among students.” Rather it means that these students are seeking to come 
to grips with the basic problems of faith and living. They are asking not superficial 
but ultimate questions and they will not be satisfied with easy answers. They want to 
find solid grounds for ultimate loyalties. They are not unfriendly to the church nor 
to historical creedal positions, but they are seriously critical of both. This is borne 
out by all competent observers. 


For this wide open door of student wistfulness, questioning, and responsiveness 
we must thank God. But Paul, you may remember added, “and there are many 
adversaries.” I have moments when I fear that the adversaries in this situation may 
be of “the household of faith.’”’ Could it be that we, who consider ourselves leaders, 
are “too happy about the whole thing”? “At last,” we say, “Students are asking 
the fundamental questions—the great questions about the church, doctrine, liturgy, 
and the central destiny determining theological questions!” Are there not other and 
equally important questions which they should be asking? I thank God for the 
student “Y”’s which (as attested by their recent National Assembly), while letting 
their roots sink deeper in the Christian faith and the Church, have not lost their 
militancy on the great social questions of our moment of history. Are you happy 
that the socially liberal or radical student organizations of the 20’s and 30’s are gone? 
I am not! 


Frankly I am troubled. My great concern about this hopeful moment for religion 
among students is not “will they respond” but rather “will we ask them to settle 
for too little.” When President Pusey gave his first address to Harvard freshman 
he referred to it as “a tragic lack and unwise wisdom if your generation feels no 
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compelling urge to mold the world over after its own heart’s desire.” With this I 
heartily agree, but the more “tragic lack and unwise wisdom” will rest with us if 
we fail to help students ask other important questions. 


A disciplined and theologically informed mind is surely an important require- 
ment for students for the work of personal and social redemption, but we will fail 
our generation and our Lord unless, through an evangelism relevant to the issues 
of a revolutionary world, we stir the fires of heart and conscience and form in these 
students habits of commitment to action, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, on 
the great issues that confront mankind as it hopes, prays, and works for a world 
of peace, justice and good will. We could be developing a “cult of reassurance” on 
a highly sophisticated intellectual level that would be a “dead-end street” more 
serious in consequences than the social crusading of the 20’s and 30’s. 


2) The second open door is the great increase in administrative and faculty con- 
cern for a deeper integration of religion and education. 


Here the door is swung wider open than at any other time in this century. 
Never has there been so much serious and creative discussion of the problems of 
religion and higher education as during the past decade. Books, conferences, Hazen 
faculty consultations, curricular changes, student discussions, chapels and chap- 
laincies, S.C.M. sponsored faculty-student discussion—these are but a few 
evidences of the ferment of deep concern which cuts across all types of institutions 
and which breaks out in the most unsuspected places. We have received new con- 
firmation of this in the recent history-making conference on Religion in Junior 
Colleges at Dallas, Texas. There is a new mood abroad which asserts that values 
are as imporant as facts—indeed that the spiritual values are the most important 
facts with which students must deal in choosing and pursuing careers, building 
homes, and achieving effective citizenship. 


Scores of colleges would agree with the Yale Faculty Committee which, 
“shocked at the peripheral place of religion in the undergraduate curriculum” as- 
serted that the university must have “a common concern for the vitality of religion, 
both as a body of knowledge to be dispassionately explored and appraised, and as a 
way of life to be passionately lived.” 


There is a new concern in colleges about teaching and the Christian witness of 
teachers. The best way to guarantee a religiously significant educational experience 
is by increasing the number of faculty members who, to the scholarly distinction 
and skill as teachers add the quality of a reasoned and contagious religious faith. 
This concern is certainly today much more alive than in the twenties when, in too 
many colleges, it was not considered intellectually respectable for the teacher to deal 
with the religious meanings of his field. The excellent work done by the Episcopal 
college work leaders in developing fellowship and lay theological competence among 
professors, the work of the Committee on Higher Education of the National 
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Student Y.M. and Y.W.C.A.’s, the Hazen Foundation faculty consultations on 
religion, and the recent creation of the national Faculty Christian Fellowship and 
the magazine The Christian Scholar—all these dramatize a development 
of profound and world-wide significance for religion in higher education. Today, 
thanks to the Hazen Foundation and the group of distinguished co-operating 
scholars, there is a sustantial literature on religious perspectives in college teaching. 
We are beginning to see that religion belongs in many of the disciplines of the 
liberal arts curriculum. It does not have to be boot-legged in. It only needs to be 
made visible. To avoid it, or be silent about it, is not merely cheating one’s students ; 
it is bad teaching. 


3) One of the most alluring open doors is that of the steadily increasing support 
by colleges of all types—state, church-related, and private—of departments 
and schools of religion. 


Many students have their only exposure to the nature and demands of Christian 
faith through credit courses in religion. One can assert confidently that at the 
heart of this nation-wide concern for religion in higher education has been the 
expansion of many existing departments of religion and the addition of many new 
departments—all calling for gifted and competently trained teachers. We at Yale 
know quite precisely about the remarkable changes in state colleges and universities, 
and state teachers colleges in the past fifteen years because our Yale program has 
been intimately related to this highly significant movement in public higher educa- 
tion. 


In my judgment the National Council on Religion in Higher Education, aided 
and abetted by the Hazen Foundation, has been the most influential single factor 
in setting standards, enlarging the conception held by the colleges of their respon- 
sibility in this field, and in discovering and training a distinguished group of pros- 
pective teachers of religion. It has, as Professor Patrick Murphy Malin said: “de- 
spite its small size and concentration of activity” proved itself to be deserving of 
the adjectives ‘unique’ and ‘indispensable’... . “It has defined religion in such a 
way as to include all the faiths found in the American colleges.” 


4) Still another opening door is the serious attempt to recover for college chapel 
a more significant place in the religious education of students. 


There are three significant developments that can only be referred to briefly. 
a) A growing interest in some liberal arts colleges (perhaps a dozen of them now) 
“to set the college’s worship services within the framework of an organized college 
student church—a church designed for, and run by, students (and faculty in most 
instances) but still a church with membership, officers, boards, and the like.” For 
two hundred years we have had such a church at Yale, although until 1926 its 
character as a church was obscured by the fact that it bore the onus of also being 


ee A. Smith, The American College Chaplaincy (New York: Associated Press, 
1954), Pp. 04. 
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the vehicle for compulsory chapel! I believe that in many colleges where chapel is 
still a poor instrument of religious education, the student church proposal deserves 
careful study. 


b) Since 1923 there has been a marked increase in chapel buildings. Some, like 
Princeton and Chicago have been Cathedral-like structures. Now many colleges, in- 
cluding some state colleges, have new or modernized chapels. In too many cases, 
colleges have been given chapels which were not properly constructed for the 
caimpus religious ministries that were to center there. More serious than this is that 
many beautiful chapels have been dedicated when there was no carefully thought 
through policy for either the worship services or the student-faculty religious pro- 
gram. I would plead for a carefully articulated chapel policy in advance of the work 
for the architect and the appointment of a chaplain! 


The deep interest of Mr. William Danforth in small prayer chapels is leading 
to the spread of these in a number of state colleges. State universities and state 
teachers colleges are discovering ways within legal limits of securing chapel build- 
ings. One of the dreams of the late President Hillis Miller was for a beautiful 
chapel on the University of Florida campus. The University of Maryland dedicated 
its chapel a year ago. It was a moving experience a few weeks ago to get the news 
of the dedication by President Eisenhower of the chapel for Pennsylvania State 
University, to be named after the deceased wife of his brother, Dr. Milton Eisen- 
hower—the realization of a dream which Milton Eisenhower had when he was 
president of Kansas State University. 


Why should not our citizens of all faiths provide the funds for an interfaith 
chapel at the heart of every state university and state teachers college campus to be 
dedicated by the three great faiths and to be available for the use of any of them 
separately or in cooperation with one another. Here would be a dramatic and 
important symbol of our common conviction that religion is inseparably connected 
with education. Why should such cooperation be limited only to the religious min- 
istries of the armed forces in time of war? 


c) The most important single recent development in professional leadership for 


campus religious work has been the rapid growth in the last decade of the college 
chaplaincy. In 1920 less than twenty colleges employed chaplains. Today there are 
nearly 300 college chaplains. Most of this increase has come since World War II. 
While there are chaplains employed in a number of large universities, including 
(under different titles) several state universities, yet Professor Seymour Smith’s 
study makes it clear that the largest number of chaplains are to be found in the 
small or moderate sized independent or church-related college. 

One hundred thirty-two of the 203 chaplaincies included in this study were in 
church-related colleges. One hundred forty-five of these 203 chaplaincies were in 
colleges enrolling less than 1,500 students and 101 or half were in colleges having 
1,000 or less students, Eight years ago Yale convened under the chairmanship of 
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Dean Charles W. Gilkey, then the greatly beloved Dean of the Chapel of the 
University of Chicago, the first National Conference of College Chaplains. Out of 
this meeting came the National Association of College and University Chaplains, 
the eighth annual conference of which took place last April. : 


The college chaplaincy dramatizes the new determination of many colleges 
to assume responsibility, in a more visible and redemptive way, for the religious 
growth of students as a normal part of a total educational program. 


5) Another opening door for Christian witness is found in the greatly enlarged 
local and intercollegiate activities of the student Christian movement. 


When we use the term Student Christian Movement today we mean all those 
voluntary fellowships and student Christian associations that are a part of the 
student movements of thirteen denominations, the Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.C.A., Stu- 
dent Volunteer Movement, and the Interseminary Movement. These associations 
have been and are today the seed-bed of the ecumenical movement. Historically, 
the earliest student Christians were the Y.M.C.A.’s and Y.W.C.A.’s, the former 
beginning in the 1850’s and the latter in the 1870’s. The student Christian as- 
sociations, whether in large universities or small colleges, occupy a unique place in 
American higher education. They have been and are an integral part of the re- 
ligious and educational life of our American colleges and universities. They have 
joined in fellowship students, in and out of the churches, who have sought to 
understand the Christian faith and live the Christian life. Always as today, in 
these associations students have joined hands across college, ecclesiastical, racial, 
class and national lines to learn together of God and to do together God’s work in 
the world. The first professional ministries to students were the Y.M.C.A. and 
Y.W.C.A. secretaryships. 


Since 1910 there has been a steady increase of denominational clubs, founda- 
tions, and fellowships for which, in the large universities, university pastors have 
been provided by the denominations. These denominational student programs have 
increasingly become ecumenical in spirit, When The Church Follows Its Students 
was published in 1938 there were a few more than 200 full time denominational 
university pastors in the universities and they were related to eight denomina- 
tions. Today there are more than 800 employed by thirteen denominations—a four- 
fold increase. Most of this increase has come in the last ten years. There are about 
450 secretaries employed as Y.M.C.A., Y.W.C.A., or S.C.A. secretaries—a slight 
increase over 1938. The increase of nearly 600 denominational pastors has been 
divided among thirteen denominations, With few exceptions they have been lo- 
cated for denominational work in universities (notably the state universities) 
where the Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.C.A. have had secretaries for many years, and in 
quite a number of cases, for more than half a century. In a few large universities 
and Christian associations have joined forces to create a united work plan. In an 
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increasing number of small state colleges they are pooling their resources to pro- 
vide a campus Christian ministry where none would be available otherwise. 


Two radical changes are taking place. First, the voluntary religious agencies 
seek to minister to all members of the college or university community—students, 
faculty, administration, and staff. Special attention is being given by all voluntary 
groups to the faculty. In the words of Professor J. Edward, Dirks, “Christian work 
among faculty members is increasingly regarded as worth doing for its own sake” 
and in turn “faculty members have indicated their desire to explore the nature of 
the Christian commitment and its implications for their professional responsi- 
bilities.” 

Here, as dramatized by the Faculty Christian Fellowship and the magazine, 
The Christian Scholar, is one of the most promising new developments 
in religion in higher education and one for which the leadership of the Hazen 
Foundation during the past two decades has prepared the way through its litera- 
ture, its more than fifty conferences on student religious counseling and especially 
by its fifty-three faculty consultations on religion held in colleges of twenty-nine 
states between 1945 and 1948. The new program of the Danforth Foundation 
through summer seminars for teachers, through its Associates, and notably through 
its Teaching Fellowships and its Religion in Teacher Education Project brings a 
new source of enrichment to this field. 


The Y’s, nationally and regionally, have promoted many faculty, clergy, and 
secretaries conferences during the past ten years under the auspices of its Com- 
mittee on Religion in Higher Education, chaired by Professor Kirtley F. Mather 
of Harvard, to discuss the church, the nature of the Christian faith, and the Chris- 
tian vocation of both teachers and students in higher education. 


The formation, by the College Work Department of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church of the Guild of Scholars in 1939, was the beginning of what is the most 
significant faculty program of any denomination. A special secretary has been 
added to the College Work Staff for this ministry to faculty and a bulletin called 
Footnotes reports the many local diocesan and provincial conferences. 


This ministry for and with faculty must be carried forward largely across de- 
nominational lines. Yet there are “adversaries” here also. One is that we get caught 
in the trap of talking about an “intellectual gospel” much as we talked about a social 
gospel in the 1910’s and 20’s. This could deepen the natural chasm; between Chris- 
tian faith and the burning social issues with which we' are confronted and also be- 
tween student and faculty. The gospel of Jesus Christ is one gospel and it speaks 
to the minds and hearts of men and at the same time to the desperate social needs 
of every race, class and nation. Unless faculty members are confronted with a 
theology that is relevant to the issues of our times, more lay theological intelligence 
might do little in altering the dichotomy beween faith and our world. 
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The second change in student Christian organization is a change of emphasis 
by the denominations from a student work to a student movement philosophy. 
In 1938 there were but three denominations that had their work organized on the 
historical structural basis of the student Y’s—namely that of an intercollegiate 
movement, They were the Southern Baptists, the Lutherans, and the Methodists. 


Today, all but one of the larger denominations, the Presbyterian U.S.A., have 
an intercollegiate student movement. The Presbyterian U.S.A. have resisted the 
effort of some to create a Presbyterian student movement because of their deep 
conviction that what was most needed in student work was a united student Chris- 
tian movement—a conviction long held and passionately advocated by your speaker, 
whose convictions regarding the methods for obtaining this goal might differ in 
some details. 


I will take second place to no one in my praise and appreciation of the new 
ministries of the denominations in the universities. While I am under no illusions 
about the possibility of recovering it, yet I must confess that I have a nostalgic 
longing for the simplicity of organization, the ecumenic witness, the evangelistic 
purpose, the centrality of Bible study, prayer, and personal evangelism, the driving 
sense of world Christian mission and the freedom to pioneer and crusade for 
“lost causes” that characterized the Student Christian Movement in which I gained 
my purpose and passion for a Christian ministry among students. I know that 
that kind of simple, inclusive, sharply focused student Christian movement has 
gone forever. It has gone in its national and intercollegiate character because a 
pattern that was good for universities when they enrolled less than 1,000,000 stu- 
dents is hopelessly inadequate for the 2,500,000 of today; or for the 4,500,000 
students anticipated by 1970. It has gone also because the large state and private 
universities with enrollments from 10,000 to 30,000 are too large, too complex, 
too diverse in the social and economic as well as faith backgrounds of students to 
make it possible any longer to meet the religious needs of students through any 
one student Christian association. There must be a wide diversity of student Chris- 
tian fellowships if we are to minister significantly to the moral and religious needs 
of these students. 


For the moment I see no better way of dividing the task than by denomina- 
tional groups and Christian associations. / believe a better way can can be found. 
I must confess that I do not like the picture (and I may add, many university presi- 
dents do not like it) on the modern large university campus nor in the national in- 
tercollegiate life of a fragmented Protestant Christian witness through Y.M.C.A.’s, 
Y.W.C.A’s, and many denominational foundations. Just the fact of so many stu- 
dent centers circling a campus, gives too high visibility to the divisive factors im 
American Protestantism. 


The saving factor nationally is the United Student Christian Council, but it 
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is only a half way station to a united student Christian movement. Yet I thank 
God for the United Student Christian Council. It is unique among all National 
Christian Councils for it joins together in a federated national council the denom- 
inations with organized student programs and the historic student Christian move- 
ment—the Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.C.A. If we become too satisfied with it as the final 
national expression of our Protestant Christian unity it could become a road block. 


I am convinced that if we secure ultimately a united student Christian move- 
ment, it will not come from the top down by enlarging and transforming the 
U.S.C.C., but rather by the slower process of growing, “from the grass roots up” ; 
regional student Christian movements in spirit, but not necessarily in pattern, 
like those we now have in the Middle Atlantic, New England, and New York State 
regions. From such regional movements joining together church and Christian as- 
sociation organizations, locally and regionally, new national structure can emerge 
which will replace or transform the U.S.C.C., into a united student Christian 
movement. 


This movement must continue to be what the Student Christian Movement of 
the past has been — “the seed bed of the ecumenical Church.” The proposal made 
here may not at all be the one into which the Holy Spirit will guide us, but if the 
direction is right, He will help us find the right way of doing our part in answering 
our Lord’s prayer “That they may all be one.” 


What part would the Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.C.A. have in such a movement? Do 
the Y’s have any unique functions, or are they only one more “denominational” 
group? Perhaps the most distinguishing characteristic of the Y’s today, as in the 
past, is the genius for blazing new trails for religion in higher education! This arises 
from many sources but most notably from its open and inclusive membership, draw- 
ing as it does into its fellowship and work students from all denominations and con- 
fessions and thousands of inquiring students who have no real rootage in any church. 
The Church needs such a movement. Its free qualities would also be essential at the 
heart of any new student Christian movement. Some of the best statements on the 
nature of the Church and the relevance of the Gospel to the university have come 
from these Y’s in the last decade. 


John Deschner, when Secretary of the United Student Christian Council, 
described the “Y” as a restless movement. I would “settle” for the answer to the 
question of the future of the Y’s which Deschner gave in a letter when U.S.C.C. 
Secretary. 


“If I were to say that Y movements embody any one principle supremely, it would 
be Christian freedom. By Christian freedom I mean the liberty that Christ gives us to 
follow Him anywhere in any way. This principle . . . is the basis for what I would 
like to describe as the permanent role of the Y tradition in the emerging student Chris- 
tian movement: namely, the role of pioneer, . . . ‘one who crosses and works on the 
other side of frontiers.’ 

“|. . It has been its role from the beginning. The forging of the social conscience of 
the student Christian movement took place in the Y — including the pioneer work 
on race and international relations in student circles. 

“|. . The pioneer work on the ‘university question’ as later developed by John Cole- 
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man and others, began in the late 1920’s in the Y — a line of study and work which 
may, incidentally, transform the student Christian movement before we are finished 
= raed the United Student Christian Council itself, while the product of a complex 

of initiatives, owes a decisive debt to statesmanship in the Y’s.” 

There is yet another dimension to this problem of voluntary religious activities 
and it is one of immense importance and of great urgency. It is created by the plural- 
ity of religious confessions in all our colleges but particularly in our large state 
or independent universities. It is a striking fact that the philosophy and pattern of 
church student work has proven to be as applicable for a ministry to the Roman 
Catholic and Jewish students as it is for the Protestants. There has been a tre- 
mendous expansion of student organization by these two faith groups in the last 
decade. Father Thomas A. Carlin of the National Newman Club Federation says: 
“There are more than 250,000 reasons for the existence of the National Newman 
Club Federation. These are the more than 250,000 students aitending secular 
colleges and universities in the United States today.” — The National Newman 
Club Federation is an intercollegiate movement with national and regional con- 
ferences similar in organization to that of the Y’s and of the denominations. There 
are 493 priests designated as chaplains and 46 of these are giving full time as 


priest-chaplains. 


The B’nai B’rith Hillel Foundations sponsor clubs for Jewish students in more 
than 200 centers serving nearly 150,000 students. In 73 of these — again in the 
large universities — there are full time Hillel Foundation directors. They have 
buildings in 44 university centers. The Hillel Foundations also have intercollegiate 
regional and national conferences. Hillel is a religio-cultural movement and “con- 
ceives of itself and operates as a Jewish community on campus.” It is “inclusive” 
and “endorses no partisan view of Jewish life.” Few religious groups on the 
American college campus demonstrate more eagerness to cooperate in inter- 
religious councils and on interfaith programs. 


The most important point where the three faith groups effectively cooperate 
is in the World University Service (formerly World Student Service Fund). In 
most large universities there are interreligious councils both at the student and 
professional level. The professional social relationships are generally excellent. 
While considerable progress has been made in conceiving and carrying out inter- 
religious cooperation in Religious Emphasis Weeks, yet on the whole these coun- 
cils are not yet very effective instruments either for cooperation or for deep-going 
spiritual encounter, particularly as between Catholics and Protestants. 


We need to be more respectful and understanding in our initiatives in inter- 
religious cooperation between Catholics and Protestants. For the Jewish groups 
interreligious cooperation is natural because of “the Jewish conviction that there 
are many paths to salvation.” It does not arise “from mere negative tolerance of 
other approaches toward ultimate truth.” 
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It is a moment when those communions which are rooted in the Hebrew- 
Christian tradition need to draw more closely together in interreligious fellowship, 
and work; exalting not just their tolerance of one another but their common faith 
in one God, the Father of all men, who calls upon all men to build a brotherly world. 
May we go further and entertain the hope that in the years ahead many small groups 
of deeply dedicated, highly intelligent Protestant and Catholic leaders in univer- 
sities may learn how to come into intimate and quite unofficial spiritual conversa- 
tions in which, facing together the world and the modern university problems they 
may say to each other what God has taught them through traditions about Himself, 
Christ, prayer, Christian community and the nature and obligations of man. Some 
progress has been made on an international level through conversations initiated 
in Europe by the World’s Student Christian Federation. This is the work for the 
long day, not for the moment. The multiplication of such spiritual encounters should 
not be expected to influence immediate programs but they may be of untold signifi- 
cance to the growth of that more inclusive ecumenic spirit for which we all hope, 
work and pray. 


6) There is another door for Christian and or a religious witness among students 
that has been flung wide open in the past decade—more open than at any other 
time in this century. I refer to the institutions of higher learning under public 
control—the junior colleges, the state teachers colleges, and most notably the 
state colleges and universities. 


The greatest concentration of professional leadership, Protestant, Catholic 
and Jewish is to be found in the state colleges and universities enrolling more 
than half of our American college students, We at Yale early saw that there would 
be no significant Yale training program that did not find its orientation in large 
part to those public controlled universities. In a quite unique way these institu- 
tions have been a special field of concern for our Yale program. Fifteen years 
ago, aided by a grant from the Hazen Foundation, we held a series of consulative 
conferences with administrations, students, faculty, professional religious workers 
— Protestant, Catholic and Jewish, in an attempt to understand what the state 
university could do within its legal limitations to encourage religion within the 
curriculum and through voluntary agencies. These visits lasted six months and took 
us to the state universities of every state in the Union, excepting two. In the 
years that have followed we have been back to a large number of these universities 
three or four times, giving assistance in the strengthening of the student religious 
program and in the establishment of chairs or schools of religion. 


It is clear from the extensive data we have gathered that separation of church 
and state has meant quite a different thing historically in public higher education 
than in the public schools. The American people have been and are unwilling to 
permit as complete a divorce of religion and education in the state universities as 
they thought to be good and necessary in the public schools. 
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The teaching of religion is no longer an extracurricular affair when in more 
than two-thirds of our state universities and land grant colleges, through depart- 
ments or affiliated schools of religion, instruction in religion for academic credit is 
available to students. 


The task here is that of providing on as objective a basis as other academic 
disciplines, basic non-sectarian courses in religion, offering to students the oppor- 
tunity to become intelligent concerning the great streams of religious culture that 
have so largely shaped our western civilization and our American democratic way 
of life and also giving students an understanding of the contemporary philosophies 
of religion, the world’s living religions and the social and religious significance 
of church and synagogue in American life. This is: clearly a university function 
and one for which I believe any type of public controlled institution has freedom 
and as great responsibility as any other college. 


Granted the existence of basic nonsectarian instruction in religion, either 
through departments of religion or affiliated schools of religion, we are still 
confronted with the natural and legitimate desire of each of the three major 
religious confessions to provide courses in their own tradition for their students. 
Here I can only state a personal conviction. Wherever in any state university there 
is a substantial minority group of any of the three great faiths making up our 
common life—Catholic, Jewish, Protestant — provision can be made on a non-credit 
or credit basis for courses which deal with the history and doctrines of the faith 
group. Courses dealing with Catholic, Jewish and Protestant doctrines can be offered 
in the state university for academic credit by accredited teachers from these faith 
groups whose salaries are paid out of private funds. The state university can justify 
credit for such to any one faith group as long as it is at the same time giving 
or ready to give credit for courses to each of the other two groups. This does not 
commit the university to the theological or ecclesiastical positions of any one of 
the faith groups, but it does put the university’s influence on the side of religion 
rather than irreligion. 


7) A Postscript 
Will you bear with me for a few words of postscript ? 


Recognizing the existence—or should I say the challenge—of “the many 
adversaries,” what meaning do all these wide open doors have for our continued 
pioneering in teaching and research for the many Christian ministries in higher 
education? The most obvious answer is that we should enter into these doors while 
they are open with a ministry that is relevant to the existential facts of each situation. 


Our work must have new and multiple dimensions. Because of our co-operative 
relationships with the World’s Student Christian Federation, the world university 
scene will be more truly our parish than in the past. 
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We will avoid like a plague the possibility that our ministry to the minds 
of students and faculty might also become a half-way station — a cult of reassurance 
on a wholly intellectual level — dulling their hearts and consciences to demands 
for working the works of social regeneration while it is yet day. 


Surely our work will be guided towards whatever in our day may help to 
recover the broken unity of the Church of Christ and so to answer our Lord’s 
prayer “that they may all be one.” 


As we look towards the future we will see the necessity of some radical 
reorientations in teaching and research programs arising out of the anticipated 
tidal wave of students during the next fifteen years. Today one out of every 
three college age youth is going to college. Assuming no increase in ratio, we 
will have more than 4,000,000 students in 1970. This is not guess work for these 
children have already been born. 


There will be a substantial increase in the number of institutions of higher 
learning — especially of community colleges at the junior college level. Because 
of the mounting costs of private higher education a larger percentage of students 
will be going to public institutions and institutions near home — state colleges and 
universities, state teachers colleges, junior colleges, and municipal universities. 
We will see a great increase in “side-walk universities.” 


, ’ 


It is fair to say that most of the “philosophizing” and ““theologizing” about 
religion in higher education has centered almost exclusively around the liberal 
arts college. What about the technological institutions which are perhaps closer 
to the heart of the problems of our atomic age than any other? Have we and our 
religious movements and agencies no message for these future engineers and scien- 
tists? We need more pilot projects like that of the California Institute of Technology 
Y.M.C.A. I venture the suggestion that the religious needs of students and faculty 
in these highly specialized and technical institutions are only going to be ministered 
to significantly as we study with more precision than has been the case in the past 
how we communicate the eternal good news of the Gospel of Jesus Christ in language 
that is relevant to their existential situation and their vocational concerns. This 
applies to all specialized institutions including graduate schools. Here it is a 
problem of semantics and of communication but also one of Christian vocation. 


There is need for demonstration by a larger number of church-related colleges 
of the ways (such as those proposed by President Lowry in his book The Mind’s 
Adventure) for more perfectly integrating religion with all the concerns of higher 
education. Why not more pilot projects among the 500 church-related colleges ? 


The sobering fact is that we are not significantly influencing most of the 
students in our large universities. We are now doing excellent and very important 
work with a very small minority of students and faculty. I venture the assertion 
that in no large university are the religious forces making a significant contribution 
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to more than 15% of the student body. Probably 10% is a safer guess. The recent 
Presbyterian U.S.A. survey showed that this great denomination which has able 
leadership nationally and locally is not reaching more than 20% of its own preference 
students. I know we have occasions when we reach larger numbers as Religious 
Emphasis Weeks, but I am referring to continuous and redemptive religious in- 
fluence. This is not to say that what we are doing is not important but only to raise 
the question as to whether we should not be doing very much better with this wistful 
and responsive student generation. 


We must get on more rapidly with the business of helping students find for 
themselves a faith adequate for the crisis of our time. God and our moment of 
history call us to daring initiatives. May we here and in all universities “wear 
our learning with imagination” and also with high intelligence and courage. Time 
is running out on us. It will only be through a more meaningful integration of the 
values and insights of high religion and education that we will provide a basis for 
giving to students a confident mind in a puzzled world, and for bringing enduring 
peace in our time. 
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The Destruction by Fire of the Beloit College Chapel 


December 12, 1953 
CuAp WALSH 


J HE NIGHT that the College ceased to exist was a very ordinary night, 

As nights go. On the campus the trampled snow was printed 

4 With feet of ice, overlaid by the gray patina of industry. 

The decorations for Christmas vespers were in place; the choir had rehearsed. 

Meanwhile, another week of classes remained, and bluebooks accreted like coral 
atolls on each faculty desk. 





Perhaps it is always so. Death takes the individual 
While he is cracking a joke, drawing a bath, 

Or reviewing the preliminaries of love. 

Even our Lord’s birth coincided 

With a Roman April 15th. 


When the chapel burned, the corporate body 

Parted into obscene fragments, 

Each a shaving of chicken-heart tissue, 

Biologically alive but better dead. 

For days afterwards we were piecing the composite picture into one 

In a fascination of horror and pity — 

How in Science Hall subversive contact was made with the men from Mars, 

And Scoville presented the Dance of Death but invited no audience, 

And the Art Hall debated significant form with chisels and palette knives at mid- 
night, 

And in the Anthro Museum every skull grinned with the jawbone of an ape. 

As for Morse-Ingersoll, we recited Shakespeare and Goethe 

Like a cracked L. P., until we stammered into stupid silence. 


Catastrophes and revelations begin simply, casually — 

A provincial couple asking a lodging for the night 

In an unimportant city where they would prefer not to be, 

Or a student returning to complete the chapel decorations 

And running across the trampled snow to telephone the word of smoke. 


The crowd assembled slowly, a quiet handful 
When the firemen opened the door, and the first flames 


Dr. Chad Walsh is Professor of English and Chairman of the Division of Creative Arts at 
Beloit College; he is also Associate Rector of St. Paul’s Church, Beloit, Wisconsin. A writer 
of a number of books on literary criticism, social theory, theology, and apologetics, he is also 
the author of two volumes of poetry, The Factual Dark, and Eden Two-Way. His book espe- 
cially for college students is entitled Campus Gods on Trial. 
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Furnaced up the stairs from the basement. 
The tower clock struck 6:30, and the pigeons fluttered. 
We cheered each quarter hour as the clock defiantly struck. 


Everything went wrong. The hook and ladder 

Came late and stuck in the mud. 

The water pressure was low. 

And the deceitful hollow columns of the interior 
Were complaisant flues for the aspiring flames. 


Soon, though it seemed slow, the flames raped through the roof. 
The clock pointed to strike eight. We were poised 

To cheer. But this first stroke was the last. 

Our cheers stuck. The pigeons fluttered briefly. 

In blazing abstractions the roof started to slide and fall. 


There was no lack of courage ; it is more common than we usually grant. 
One fireman broke a window with his bare fists and was badly cut; 
Two others escaped by seconds when the flaming roof disintegrated ; 
Joe Tom rescued his Ph. D. thesis from an office in the fiery basement. 
It was eleven before the fire was under control. 


“Where will you sleep tonight, God, 

Now that you have let your house burn up? 

You don’t expect to find a spare room with us, do you? 
We built you a house to call your own. 

What more can a reasonable God expect ?” 


Houseless and homeless and hunted by cold winds 
God the D. P. wanders the broken campus 
With no card of identity. 


The lighted cigarette of our unreason 

Was premature upon the Christmas season. 

In a small dark closet at the foot of the stairs 

The filthy rags of all our righteousnesses 

Smoldered like corrupt prayers 

Till the pure apocalyptic of fire 

Rose through the empty tubes of our hypocrisy 

And above the roof sculptured a quick and honest spire. 
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“Yes, we have sinned, Granted, granted. 

We have worshiped you with pillars of pretense. 

There is no health in us or our architecture. 

But let us reason about this, God. 

Can you, who permitted the Prince of Nothingness 

To hollow the young heart of Adam, take too rigid a view 
Of rattling wills, sounding cymbals, and hollow columns? 
Shall the accessory to the fact sit on the jury? 

Could we not properly move for a change of venue, 

To some other universe, let us say 

One designed and produced by the logical positivists ? 

We do not mean to be disrespectful, 

But these questions have an urgent bearing on more than our local future.’ 


It was the night of raps on the door 
And stealthy creaks on the bedroom floor 
But nowhere was found an empty bed 
For a homeless God to lay his head. 
Perhaps an empty garage for a manger 
Sheltered the stateless, evicted stranger. 


“Why do you not reply? Answer us! 

Between man and God is no Fifth Amendment, 
But the Ninth Commandmenrt. 

We awoke to jagged beams, fire-charred, 

Oblique black ribs between gray sky and gray snow. 
Fire is gone, God is gone, red is gone. 

This is the other side of death.” 


“Are you as lonesome as we are, God? 
Your ruined house, like the forgotten dress 
Of a divorced wife after the final decree 
Recalls bright moments set in the misery of contention, 
Moments when you and we were not utterly hateful. 
They say that divorced couples sometimes remarry, 
Aiming at humility and lowered hopes, 

And live together pleasantly, if without high drama. 
Could we not, perhaps, have such a re-union, 

Modest promises, modest expectations ? 

The Board of Trustees offers you a new house, 

And if the architect hollows the columns or walls — 
Or an equivalent deceit is drawn into the blueprints— 
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Remember the hollow heart of Adam 
And your neutralism. Do you agree?” 


From the other side of death Christ spoke: 


“Build, burn, build, burn. This fire is incomplete. 
The Parthenon shall blaze at my nailed feet. 


“Build, for you must, and pray when I return 
That buildings only, not the builders, burn. 


“No plans so purely drawn, no hands so skilled, 
To build against that day, but it is willed — 
My father wills your transient stone and mortar. Build.” 
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What About Objectivity ? 


Puixtuies P. MouLTon 


ecent years have witnessed a resurgence of interest on the part of Christian 
faculty members in relating religion to the courses they teach. Yet ex- 
pression of this interest is often hindered by the conception that religion 
is incompatible with the objectivity which, it is assumed, the teacher must maintain. 
Although the objective attitude has long been a sort of fetish with many educators, 
during the last few years several writers have argued that such an attitude is both 
undesirable and impossible. Indeed, it is becoming fashionable to encourage the 
advocacy of biased views. This poses an issue which must be faced by faculty 
members who seek to make their vocation a Christian one. 





Just what is meant by objectivity? Two radically different approaches to 
learning have converged at certain points to form the most common conception 
of this term. On the one hand we find a Platonic type of intellectual or aesthetic 
contemplation of timeless verities. Emphasis is placed on the object of knowledge 
rather than on the subject which does the knowing. This is a disinterested approach 
suited to an elite aristocracy which feels no need to become involved in mundane 
controversial affairs. Intellectual philosophizing is conceived as isolated from, and 
generally superior to, the practical activities which require the making of decisions. 
Although Plato’s theory was never universally adopted, after the Greek cities lost 
their independence educated Greeks tended increasingly to take a detached attitude 
towards worldly matters. 


This approach has characterized intellectualists of different periods in history 
who have been strongly influenced by Platonic idealism. Such, for example, were 
the “New Humanists” who found their leadership in Paul Elmer More and Irving 
Babbitt shortly after the turn of the present century. This attitude is expressed 
also by Abraham Flexner, in Universities, American, English, German, which ap- 
peared in 1930. He contends that members of the university community should 
not advocate specific types of social action lest their objectivity be thereby compro- 
mised. The professor, he states, “has an entirely objective responsibility . . . to 
learning . . . without practical responsibility.”* Such writers advocate a detached 
attitude based upon an idealistic, rationalistic philosophy. 


A more common approach to objectivity stems from the scientific method.” 
An impartial attitude is sought in order that the facts of the external world might 
be experienced by the senses as directly as possible, unaffected by such extraneous 
factors as temperament or emotions. An accurate reading of fact, it is felt, will be 


Dr. Phillips P. Moulton is Associate Professor of General Education at Simpson College, 
Indianola, Iowa. 

1Abraham Flexner, Universities, American, English, German (New York, 1930), p. 8. 
See also W. Moberly, The Crisis in the University (London, 1949), pp. 39-41. 

2Cf. Fred McKinney and Warren H. Schmidt: “The scientist should display above all 
other attitudes one of suspended judgment.” In Paul M. Limbert, ed., College Teaching and 
Christian Values (New York, 1951), p. 117. 
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more likely when one has no “ax to grind.” In this vein H. A. Hodges, Professor 
of Philosophy at Reading University, writes: “Thinking is objective when our 
thought takes the pattern of things, rather than twisting things into a pattern of 
its own.” The dogmatism, intolerance, and weighting of evidence characteristic 
of some apologists for religion, and of the Nazi and Communist regimes, have 
stimulated the attempt to attain this type of objectivity. This conception is not 
restricted to, but is generally characteristic of, adherents of naturalism—the belief 
that only through the senses can true knowledge be attained.*® 


These two approaches to objectivity converge to give us a conception character- 
ized chiefly by the ideas of detachment and impartiality. At its best objectivity 
helps one to detect, allow for, and reduce distortions in one’s thinking. It stresses 
scrupulous accuracy, modesty, and self-criticism. It bids one not to make prema- 
ture decisions, but to follow where the facts lead, even when they run counter to 
cherished theories. It stimulates the attempt to take all significant viewpoints into 
account both in formulating one’s conclusions and in guiding one’s students. It 
raises effective barriers against any tendency to force one’s own bias upon others. 
The record of history attests the validity of this attitude. It has facilitated progress 
in both the natural sciences and the social studies.* 


In view of the values of the objective approach, should it be made the target 
of random pot shots, as is frequently done? It should not. True objectivity is a 
valid ideal when applied to the appropriate phase of the thinking process. Gen- 
erally speaking, the objective attitude is appropriate while one is investigating the 
facts and points of view to be considered in forming an opinion. At this stage one 
gathers the evidence. He avoids personal involvement, interpretation of the data, 
and ethical evaluation. Prior to this investigation one forms an hypothesis based 
not just on objective data but on intuition, or what Whitehead calls naive faith.° 
After the comprehensive investigation, one refers to his original postulates again, 
modifying them if necessary, but using them as a basis for evaluating his findings.*® 


At this point comes the parting of the ways. Some advocate permanently 
maintaining an objective attitude, characterized by detachment and neutrality. 
Others, including the writer, contend that after the evidence is in, the time comes 
for decision, accompanied normally by advocacy of the conviction one forms. This 
approach characterizes the general coordinate course in the Social Sciences at 
Hobart and William Smith Colleges, as expressed in the syllabus given the student : 


All through the course, until we approach the end . . . your instructors will try to force 
you to be as objective as possible in examining society. They will ask you to suspend 


38Cf. H. Lowry, The Mind’s Adventure (Philadelphia, 1950), pp. 76-77. 

4A good elaboration of this ideal of objectivity is found in Moberly, The Crisis in the 
———- Pp. 39-41. 

5A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (Mentor edition, New York, 1948), 


p. 17. 
6Cf, Moberly, The Crisis in the University, pp. 63-66. 
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your own value judgments and just look at facts. Looking at the facts objectively, 

however, is only useful if you can use them for a purpose. Towards the end of the 

course, therefore, we will ask you to start thinking again in “policy” terms, i.e. to con- 
sider the facts in terms of means and ends. 

The above has been stated in general terms. Obviously the three stages—hy- 
pothesis, objective investigation, and decision—are not clear cut. After forming a 
conviction one should be alert to new evidence to be considered objectively. This 
may cause one to modify or abandon certain convictions. Thus one may alternate 
between the attitudes of objectivity and commitment. The penetrating report 
of the Alumni Committee on Postwar Amherst College states: 

We believe that one of the chief functions of a liberal education is to teach young men 
the possibility of, and the need for, reflective commitment—that is, bold decision and 
action in the light of available evidence, and the determination to re-examine the situa- 
tion from time to time and to modify or reaffirm earlier beliefs ...the motto of the 
objectivist is, “Think, don’t decide or act”; the motto of the propagandist is, “Act 
blindly and without reflection.” The motto of the liberally educated man is, we believe, 
“Combine reflection and action, knowledge and decision.”® 

A fairly clear line exists between those who tend to limit objectivity to a 
certain stage in the thinking process and those who consider it a permanent at- 
titude. Those educators lay themselves open to legitimate criticism who claim to 
have attained the objective attitude, or who seek to maintain it under all cir- 
cumstances. When objectivity becomes habitual neutrality, it has overstepped its 


bounds. 


In this paper we shall not join the chorus of those who indiscriminately 
criticize the objective attitude. Nor shall we deal at length with the values of ob- 
jectivity. These will become increasingly evident as we delineate their limits. As- 
suming the values of the objective attitude, we shall seek to do three things. The 
first is to criticize the conception of objectivity as an exclusive approach to the 
understanding of life—one which precludes interpretation of fact, recognition of 
the emotions, or judgments of value. The second is to show that genuine objectiv- 
ity, although desirable as an ideal in its proper sphere, is actually unattainable and 
should be recognized as such. The third is to draw positive conclusions for the 
guidance of Christian professors. 


The conception of objectivity as precluding judgments of value often serves 
as a convenient rationalization for avoiding commitment on difficult issues. It 
provides an escape from hard thinking and deep living. As one professor expressed 
it: 

Beliefs are hard to get. It is a difficult task to discover what one believes, much harder 


than gathering facts. A belief is a matter not only of knowledge based upon facts but 
also of knowledge based upon experience.® 





™The New Curriculum,” Official Publication Colleges of the Seneca, 48:3, p. 57. 

8“Amherst Tomorrow,” Amherst Alumni Council News, 18:3, p. 96. 

*Carlton L. Wood, “What Do You Believe, Professor?”, Christian Century, Dec. 27, 1939, 
p. 1601. See also Lowry, The Mind’s Adventure, pp. 77-80. 
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It is much easier to present various views on a controversial question than to do 
the thinking and living necessary to form genuine conviction. 


Furthermore, the attempt to maintain objectivity as a permanent attitude de- 
feats its own purpose—the fullest attainment of truth. The potential role of the 
emotions in the search for truth is suggested by a prominent psychologist who asks : 

Is it always true, as the scientist insists, that observation and understanding are neces- 
sarily more accurate when they are unemotional and impersonal? Is one not better able 
to perceive congruence in the universe as a whole when one is reverently receptive? 
Emotion may be an aid and not merely a hindrance to discovery. To stand wholly out- 
side a phenomenon is to understand it less well than by entering in.1° 

The objective approach is especially inadequate when it is transferred 
uncritically from certain aspects of scientific investigation to the humanities. This 
type of transfer is characteristic of the “scientism” of today. In seeking to deter- 
mine facts in the laboratory, the dispassionate attitude of the spectator may be 
appropriate. But as a college professor recently expressed it, in the humanities 
“the work has only begun when all the facts are in.” A different attitude 
is required for interpretation, evaluation and appreciation. 


Christian existentialists insist that the deepest spiritual insight is not 
attained by an attitude of detachment, but requires commitment of the whole per- 
son. This inevitably involves the emotions. The implication is that only the adherent 
can truly understand the realm of religious experience. In dealing with human 
experience as contrasted with purely physical entities, adequate understanding 
requires empathy—the sympathetic appreciation of the emotions of others, based 
upon the fact that one has experienced similar emotions himself. An historian or 
sociologist who enters into the feelings of others can interpret better the signif- 
icance of their actions. In his penetrating study of the relationship between Chris- 
tianity and psychotherapy, David Roberts asserts that the achievement of mental 
health requires that reason be linked to emotion. Detachment, he contends, is of 
value not as an end in itself but only as one step in the process of creating at- 
tachments to more worthy concepts and goals. In other words, objectivity is help- 
ful in certain phases of the pursuit of truth but may obstruct that pursuit if it 
issues into an enduring neutrality which precludes commitment to values.*? 


A permanent attitude of suspended judgment also inhibits constructive action. 
This subverts another basic purpose of genuine objectivity, for the scientist in his 
laboratory customarily anticipates eventual action as a result of his research. As 
A. N. Whitehead asserts : 

Disinterested scientific curiosity is a passion for an ordered intellectual vision of the 


connection of events. But the goal of such curiosity is the marriage of action to 
thought.12 


The importance of relating knowledge to action has, of course, long been stressed 


10G, W. Allport, The Individual and His Religion (New York, 1950), p. 113. 
11Psychotherapy and the Christian View of Man (New York, 1950), p. 59. 
12 Aims of Education (Mentor Edition), p. 57. 
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by the “progressives” in educational philosophy. Opposing Flexner’s conception 
of the college as an ivory tower of retreat from the controversies of the day, the 
progressives contend that education should foster responsible citizenship in a demo- 
cratic society. It follows that students should be guided into social experiences 
where the desirable qualities can be developed. Underlying such an emphasis is 
the presupposition that “education cannot be neutral and indifferent as to the 
kind of social organization which exists ... [but] must operate in view of a 
deliberately preferred social order.’”** This philosophy finds expression in some of 
the more experimental colleges of today, notably Sarah Lawrence College.** 


In view of the rival ideologies competing for the allegiance of men, the ex- 
tension of the concept of objectivity to imply a lasting neutrality towards values 
strikes many as being dangerously irresponsible. When teachers remain studiously 
neutral to the burning issues of the day and furnish little constructive guidance, 
students are likely to follow the banner of a dictator who has strong convictions 
supported by some intellectual justification and considerable emotional appeal. 
Or if no dictator happens along, they may simply remain in a state of confusion.*® 
Contemporary students in the universities of Holland, for example, are convinced 
that the neutrality which characterized their universities preceding and during 
World War II was inadequate to cope with the ideological tensions of those 
times. In the last decade many Dutch students have been asking what the basic 
purpose of higher education should be and how the university can achieve integra- 
tion around common goals. The conviction has emerged that through the ex- 
perience of an intimate community the students should come to espouse genuine 
moral values based upon the intellectual and spiritual heritage of the Dutch 
people.*® 


An incidental consequence of seeking to maintain objectivity as an habitual 
attitude is that it puts one in the false position of professing a neutrality which 
does not exist. For example, it frequently covers an “uncritical acceptance of the 
common assumptions of the day, or those of some social or professional stratum.” 
It may cloak an implicit endorsement of the status quo in politics, of atheism or 
agnosticism in religion, or of relativism in ethics.** There is a certain futility in- 
herent in the claim of objectivity, for almost every professor has ethical and reli- 
gious convictions, which students can usually detect. Moreover, those who profess 
neutrality often proclaim a naturalistic or materialistic point of view with as much 

18W. H. Kilpatrick, ed., The Educational Frontier (New York, 1933), p. 

14For a vivid statement of the aims and methods of Sarah Lawrence College, see H. 
Taylor, ed., Essays in Teaching, (New York, 1950), especially Chapter 1. 

15Cf. rge Thomas, Professor of Religion at Princeton University: “If professors re- 
fuse to interpret the facts from the perspective of a considered world view and ethical ideal, 
from whom will their students learn to interpret the facts? The answer is all too clear: . . . they 
will have to learn from politicians, generals, newspaper reporters, radio commentators, popular 
preachers, and, in general, ‘public opinion.’” (Fairchild, ed., Religious Perspectives in College 


Teaching, p. 23.) 
16Cf, i Coleman, The Task of the Christian in the University (New York, 1947), pp. 


17See The Crisis in the University, pp. 54-57, for Moberly’s elaboration of this idea. 
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assurance and dogmatism as characterized the affirmations of medieval theologians 
about religion. For example, at the University of Chicago some years ago the 
writer edited a booklet for inclusion in which each student religious association 
submitted a descriptive statement. The leaders of one group emphatically denied 
adherence to any creed, and then presented a definite affirmation of naturalistic 
doctrine! The curriculum committee at one college has well stated: “There is no 
worse deception than the application of the label ‘objective’ to what is in fact a 
particular doctrine and a particular set of values.’’*® 


The objective attitude, implying suspended judgment, deserves a place, but 
only a limited one, in the educational process. It is not a desirable ideal for its 
every phase: 

We may suspend judgment about the possibility of life on some other planet, or about 

the cause of the sudden inroad of lamprey eels in Lake Michigan; but we cannot sus- 

pend judgment on whether to steal or be honest, or on whether man is a mechanism or a 

soul. “The sun also rises, and tomorrow we must treat our neighbors either as me- 
chanisms or as persons.”!® 

The fact is that even when it is desirable complete objectivity is impossible 
of attainment. Some who recognize this fact react by concluding that one might as 
well give his subjective bias free rein. But this extreme is even worse than its op- 
posite. The fact that complete objectivity is unattainable is no reason for not seek- 
ing as objective an outlook as possible when it is appropriate. The following 
criticism, therefore, is aimed not at those who take such a realistic view, but at 
those who, by claiming thorough objectivity, overlook the factors conditioning 
their thinking and thus fail to allow for them. It is more conducive to fruitful 
thinking and teaching to recognize one’s limitations and take steps to reduce 
them than to go blithely ahead unconscious of them. 


Several factors inherent in the nature of thinking make complete objectivity 
unattainable.*° These may be called logical limitations. The most fundamental of 
these consists in the fact that all thinking is conditioned by the presuppositions 
upon which it is based. A. J. Coleman refers to these as methodological axioms. 
They consist of whatever axioms are required for a particular process of thought. 


The natural scientist assumes (among other things) the reality of the physical 
world, the reliability of our sense perceptions, and the law of cause and effect. The 
psychologist assumes the continuity of the ego. We interpret our sense perceptions 
in the light of such postulates. Moreover, interpretation occurs in the very act of 
perception. Our axioms, or principles of interpretation, are necessary in order 
to make sense out of our world. Nevertheless they determine “what kind of re- 
lations we look for in our data, what kind of questions we ask, and so what kind 


18“The New Curriculum,” Official Publication Colleges of the ae 48:3, DP. 25. 

19George Buttrick, Faith and Education (New York, 1952), p. 

20For able discussions of these factors see: Coleman, The Task of fi the Christian in the Uni- 
versity, pp. 42-52, and H. A. Hodges, Objectivity and Impartiality (London, 1946). Since both 
of these publications are out of print, their basic ideas are incorporated in this essay. 
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of answers we get.’”*' Thinking based upon presuppositions is not completely 
objective ; yet all thinking has such a basis. 


Another limitation inherent in the very nature of intellectual endeavor arises 
from the fact of specialization. No one can claim all knowledge for his province; 
each person must choose his field and recognize the limits of his understanding 
even in that area. But reality is not thus divided into segments. As Whitehead 
has emphasized, each aspect of reality is related to every other aspect. To know or 
interpret one fact perfectly, we should need to know all facts. This means that an 
individual’s view of any subject is bound to be distorted because of his lack bf a 
comprehensive knowledge of its context. 


A further factor inherent in the very nature of thinking which prevents the 
attainment of complete objectivity consists in the social conditioning of all knowl- 
edge. Man, as a finite being, is limited by the historical period in which he lives. 
For example, a theological student today has a better chance to understand certain 
critical problems in biblical study than a student of one hundred years ago, simply 
hecause he has access to more data. Not only do we all share the limitations of 
the particular period in which we live; each person is affected by his immediate 
social and intellectual environment. One’s school, his church, his political party, 
his geographical location, even the language he uses—such factors constitute a 
social context which conditions his point of view towards the issues confronting 
him. We are limited, thus, not only by a particular time but also by a particular 
place in our time.** 


In addition to factors inherent in the very nature of thinking which preclude 
objectivity by conditioning our outlook are certain non-logical factors. Among 
these is the value system one holds. In teaching history, for example, one’s values 
largely determine which facts he emphasizes and what conclusions are drawn. The 
same holds true in the fields of literary and aesthetic criticism. When experts of 
equal competence dealing with the same material arrive at different conclusions, 
the variation is usually due to their different value-systems. 


The psychological limitations to objectivity are imposed chiefly by tempera- 
ment and emotions. Particularly since Jung’s identification of “psychological 
types,” we have become aware that each of us has a more or less settled tempera- 
ment which conditions his intellectual judgments. Moreover, whatever one’s 
temperament may be, he is influenced by emotions—pride, loves, fears, and hates. 
One’s pride may cause him to defend a position publicly taken, even though addi- 
tional evidence has made it untenable. Fear may impel one to an emotional de- 
fense of a course which a faculty committee has advocated dropping from the cur- 


21Hodges, Objectivity and Impartiality, p. 12. 

22See A. Nash, The University and the Modern World (New York, 1943), Chap. VI, 
for a penetrating discussion of the per of knowledge as it relates to the university scene. 
See also, Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (New York, 1936), and C. A. Beard, The 
Decision of human Affairs (New York, 1936). 
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riculum. Many of the emotional drives which deflect our thinking from the path 
of objectivity may be entirely subconscious, as Freud and his followers have pointed 
out. 


A less easily recognized type of psychological limitation is discussed by both 
Coleman and Hodges.** It consists in the tendency to identify consciously held 
ideals, or facts, or systems of ideas, with archetypes. The latter are defined as 
imaginary figures or ideals charged with great emotional power, which express the 
deep-seated hopes and fears of mankind. The Russian people formerly identified 
Stalin with the Great Father; the socialist identifies his envisaged goal with the 
Kingdom of God; the fundamentalist views his opponent as the Anti-Christ. This 
type of identification, encouraged by propagandists, is frequently made by well- 
intentioned individuals who are unaware of the distortion. The identification of 
the typical scientist with the archetypal figure of the wizard, possessing esoteric 
knowledge, gives power to many a cigarette or toothpaste advertisement. The dis- 
tortion caused by archetypes further illustrates the involvement of the subject in 
all thinking. This involvement makes complete objectivity impossible. 


If a persistent neutrality is decried and if thorough objectivity is unattainable, 
what is implied for the work of the college teacher? Are the sluice gates open for 
unlimited propaganda? Shall we make no effort to reduce bias, allowing the col- 
lege to become the scene of competing subjectivities? Or shall we eliminate the 
incentive for propaganda by adopting a relativistic view which accords one idea as 
much validity as another? Or shall we react by accepting an authority powerful 
enough to overcome our perplexities ? 


The answer to all of these questions is “No.” In our reaction against a spurious 
neutrality we must not lose sight of the importance of maintaining as objective an 
attitude as possible when it is appropriate. Nor must we avoid reflective commit- 
ment to values and truths discovered through man’s moral, aesthetic, and religious 
experience. 


To approach the ideal of genuine objectivity means to scrutinize our thought 
processes in the light of the conditioning factors mentioned above. The most 
significant results of our scrutiny can be brought to the attention not only of our- 
selves but of our students as well.** Just as in psychotherapy the understanding 
of a neurosis often leads to its disappearance, so the recognition of the cause of a 
bias may dispel the bias itself. At any rate our objectivity will increase in pro- 
portion as we attain self-understanding. Self-understanding will help us to culti- 
vate the humility and modesty needed for the attainment of the highest truth. As 


23Coleman, The Task of a Christian in the University, pp. 49-50; Hodges, Objectwity and 
Impartiality, pp. 16-17. 

24Cf. H. N. Fairchild, in Religious Perspectives in College Teaching, p. 54: “The student 
should know his instructor’s basic presuppositions and commitments just as the soldier should 
know that his rifle, measured against an abstract norm of mechanical accuracy, tends to shoot 
a little to the right or to the left.” 
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Christians we shall recognize, as J. Edward Dirks has expressed it, “the relativity 
of all ideas and viewpoints before the one absolute God.” This implies continual 
criticism and revision of our convictions, which should ultimately strengthen them 
by giving us the assurance that they are soundly based. 


The statement of conviction does not imply a monopoly of insight but may be 
accompanied by tolerance for other seekers. Although the best teacher will have 
a well-developed point of view on many controversial issues, he will nevertheless 
be cognizant of, and eager to listen to, alternative views, and will inform the 
students of these alternatives. In a keen analysis of the difference between the de- 
tachment characteristic of the scientist and the requirement of religion for personal 
involvement, E. E. Aubrey raises the question of whether two such different dis- 
ciplines as religion and science can both seek objectivity. He answers in the af- 
firmative by differentiating between two ways of achieving objectivity : 

What i is sought in objectivity is really freedom from personal bias in the reporting of 
experience and in the forming of conclusions based on experience. This may be achieved 
by refusing steadfastly to allow one’s feelings to be engaged in the investigation—the 
asceticism of the scientist ... or what is sometimes called “the professional attitude.” 
But it may also be secured by trying to enter into the experience of others so as to 
feel as they feel and then comparing their feelings with those of others or with one’s 
own. In this way an effort is made to transcend one’s own subjectivity. A; variety of 
professed views, including one’s own, are then compared, and organized into a compre- 
— view which may serve as a basis for critical evaluation of one’s own personal 
jas.25 

A further approach to overcoming a one-sided viewpoint consists in studying 
and pointing out to the students the relationship of one’s field of knowledge to 
other areas. This is difficult and cannot be done to perfection, but it will enrich 
one’s teaching, it will help the student attain some integration in his maze of studies, 
and it will tend to overcome the bias that inevitably accompanies specialization. 


Having sought to reduce the element of distortion in one’s thinking, one needs 
to press towards the goal to which genuine objectivity is only preparatory—the 
attainment of truth to which one can be committed. In the realms of ethics and 
religion this will require a venture of faith—going ahead on the basis of hypotheses 
which may turn out to be wrong. But as William James pointed out long ago, 
wider and deeper truth can be attained only in this way. We must bring con- 
troversial questions into the open, think our way through them and take a stand, 
however provisional, on those which are most urgent. Our students are entitled 
to expect this of us. As Professor George W. Stewart, a scientist at the State 
University of Iowa, said years ago: 

No matter who you are or what you teach, the other fellow has a right to know where 


you stand. A student is not worried by any ideological bias. What he cannot stand is 
a man without convictions, or one whose motives are obscure.?® 


25“Scientia, Scientific Method, and Religion,” Liberal Learning and Religion, ed. by 
Wilder, p. 54. 


26Recounted by Marcus Bach, Of Faith and Learning (Iowa City, 1952), p. 24. 
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Much has been said of the need for freedom of expression on the campus, but 
we need also to avail ourselves of this freedom. Most college teachers are already 
dealing with values. They impress students with the need for integrity, balance, 
industry, and patience as they engage in serious study. Encouraged by college 
administrators who feel a sense of social responsibility, teachers instill in their 
students an intelligent understanding of, and love for, the democratic way of life. 


The Christian teacher has a further obligation—to show the relationship of 
his subject to religion, to deal with whatever problems arise from that relationship, 
and, when appropriate, to express his Christian convictions and the reasons for 
them. He must not use methods of indoctrination or propaganda. Yet he has 
every right to make sure that amidst the conflicting philosophies competing for the 
students’ allegiance the Christian faith is presented as worthy of one’s highest de- 
votion. 
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The Responsibility of the Christian Professor on the 


State University Campus 


H. RicHArpD RASMUSSON 


HOMAS ARNOLD OF RuGBy once wrote: No one ought to meddle with the 
universities, who does not know them well and love them well.” My entire 
ministry has been spent either on the campus of a Christian college or on 
the campus of the state university. I cannot say I know them well. I can say I love 
them well. And what I say on the subject: “The Responsibility of the Christian 
Professor on the State University Campus,” I sincerely hope will not be “meddling.” 





My interest in this subject stems from contact with many professors who, 
while professing to be Christian, do not let their Christian faith consciously in- 
fluence their relationship to the University. One is reminded here of Sir Walter 
Moberly who, in his Crisis in the University, writes: ““There are professors and 
lecturers who are church goers and even church officers, but whose contribution 
to the university affairs seems wholly unillumined by their churchmanship.’” Is this 
as it ought to be? 


By “Christian” in this paper, I mean simply one who is not ashamed of the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ and one who is not a shame to it, and who, in times of moral 
decision, dares to stand up and be counted. Believing the Gospel means believing 
that there is an intelligence behind and within all life, that “God was in Christ”’ 
doing a work of forgiveness and healing for man that man could not do for himself. 
It means believing that salvation means being held by and living daily under grace 
in Jesus Christ. Our service is the fruit of our gratitude to God in Christ and a 
daily expression of worship. It means believing that the power we have to do with 
is redemptive, sacrificial, self-giving love (agapé) ; that God is in history, working 
out a great purpose; that victory for Christ is sure and we can work hopefully be- 
cause God is Creator and Lord of history. 


Now the institution known as the State University cannot, as an institution, be 
committed to this “faith.” The State University “must be a community within which 
the chief contemporary intellectual positions . . . may enter into a living encounter 
with one another.” It must serve equally Christian or Jew, Moslem or Hindu, atheist 
or agnostic. The Christian aware of how easily he may absolutize “his” relative 
truths, will welcome “the opposition” as a healthy challenge to him, think through his 
“faith” more adequately and be sure he isn’t believing in an ivory tower context. 
But while the State University cannot be Christian in any official sense (and most 


Dr. H. Richard Rasmusson prepared for the ministry at McCormick Theological Seminary 
and the Chicago Divinity School. He also studied at St. Olaf College and Yale University. 
Since 1945 he has been minister of the University Presbyterian (All-Student) Church at Pur- 
due University in Lafayette, Indiana, and director of its Westminster Foundation. 


1Page 270. 
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Christians would not want it thus officially Christian, even if it could be because 
life would be tamer and conflict with the “enemy” ended), it doesn’t follow that the 
professor who is Christian has no responsibility on the campus as a Christian, nor 
that he must, as some seem to think, hide the light of his Christian faith under a 
bushel. 


What then is the responsibility of the Christian as a professor on the state 
university campus? The locus “state university” is because I work on the edge of 
such a campus and my associations are with university people. 


The first responsibility of the Christian as a professor is to be a competent and 
good teacher. He hears the words, “Be ye therefore perfect”; “Whatsoever thy 
hands find to do, do it with all your might.” “. . . a workman that needs not to be 
ashamed.” This is the Christian ground of his need to excel. 


We tend to think of the Christian as one who is pious but not necessarily 
scholarly. We mistakenly associate religion more with goodness than with truth. 
We associate intellectual discipline with nearly every field of study except Religion. 
And yet as my professor of Church History repeated: ““Every generation must give 
itself not only to goodness, but to truth.” And our Protestantism was born in the 
heritage of criticism and thought. Our Lord commanded us to love God not alone 
with “all the heart,” but also with “all the mind.” Our Lord said we must “worship 
the Father in spirit and in truth.” 


As a Christian committed to scholarship and truth, the professor must be free 
from outside ecclesiastical control. He must exercise critical judgment upon his 
creed at all times. He must never trim the truth to fit some position he holds to be 
Christian. This is to betray truth, if it is truth. To freeze one’s personal Christian 


he unfit for teaching, however full of “grace” the professor may be otherwise. Rather 
as a careful and dedicated scholar, the Christian professor will exercise a critical 
temper of mind toward his own position and that of others; he will encourage 
students in exploring for truth in other “faiths” or “philosophies” and point out their 
inadequacies from his faith viewpoint. He will never show disrespect even for 
thoughts he dislikes. One of his deepest underlying premises on which all his teach- 
ing is based will be the assurance that all truth is sacred because all truth is from 
God; and he will never forget that truth may come from “strange places,” that 
God’s Logos cannot be shut up inside a definition of orthodoxy or any church. 


A second responsibility of the Christian professor on a state university campus 
will be to see his teaching as a vocation to which he has been called by God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 


In the tradition of Protestantism, every work that serves some real human 
need for good is “holy” work and shares in the Christian ministry. Full-time Chris- 
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tian service is wider than the preaching ministry or “church work.” God calls per- 
sons to service in agriculture, medicine, science, government, etc., and each person 
can serve God there and be a minister of Christ. 


The Christian professor is thus oriented in his teaching toward something 
more basic and fundamental than the course he is teaching, important as that is. His 
courses will be oriented toward life and life as seen through his faith in the King- 
dom of God. Though he may never say it in so many words, every student will be 
made conscious of wider goals and deeper purposes than course content, Sir Walter 
Moberly says that universities, in many instances, have “little inner self-confidence” 
because they are confused on ends and purposes—but the Christian professor should 
not be confused on ends and purposes. 


The Christian professor will challenge the student to see his education in terms 
of vocation. This means fulfilling the image of God in him through service to Christ, 
his Lord; seeking first the kingdom of God in his work and God’s righteousness. 
For all too many students in the state university, education is for the job and its 
monetary rewards. But education, from the Christian perspective is for service and 
contribution to life. Sir Walter Moberly writes: “(The student) should not neces- 
sarily choose that career which will give him the greatest security or the best chance 
of earning good money, or which offers the most likelihood of his making some 
splash in the world or the greatest scope for expressing his individuality. As a 
Christian, he is responsible rather for choosing that in which, given his natural 
aptitudes and previous training, he has the best chance of being of some use.’”” 


A third responsibility is a personal interest in every student. 


In the mass enrollment of our large universities, this becomes an impossible 
assignment and yet, one which we are under judgment to try and obey. We belong, 
as Christians, to One who has numbered the hairs on our head and knows each 
one of us by name. The Christian professor loves the student because God first loved 
him and in Christ died for him. His value lies in God’s immeasurable love for him. 
In the framework of our faith acknowledging the personal worth and dignity of 
persons, we must value and be concerned with each person with whom we deal. 
The Christian professor will be available to students—within reason and personally 
meetable. In conferences, he will be interested and unhurried, helping students to 
feel that here is someone who cares about him as a person. 


The Christian professor has thus a pastoral function to perform. To this end, 
his home will be open on certain evenings to students. On many of our campuses, 
students are lonely and hungry for a touch of home. And in a true Christian home, 
they can learn and absorb something far more lasting than anything they could 
learn in class. Many are the letters I have that testify to this fact. 


® The Crisis in the University, page 273. 
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Here, the professor is more free than in the classroom to make a personal testi- 
mony to the faith, why he believes in God, why he has made a commitment to Jesus 
Christ, what his faith means to him and how it sustains him. Here can be evangelistic 
witness of a high order and which may transform quietly hundreds of lives. 


As a Christian, he will be regular in worship at church. He will not live his 
faith apart from the community of faith that is the church. He will set an example 
of faithful loyalty to the church. He will want to testify that church worship can 
be intellectually respectable; and this example of attendance upon worship, true 
worship expression, will be a witness of far-reaching importance to the student. 
When a professor of chemistry or biology or mathematics or history is in his pew, 
worshipping with the congregation, the Christian faith is integrated for the student 
into his wider learning. 


Cardinal Newman tells us in his Apologia: “When I was fourteen, I read Paine’s 
Tracts Against the Old Testament and found pleasure in thinking of the objections 
which were contained in them. Also, I read some of Hume’s Essays... Also, I recol- 
lect copying out some French verse, perhaps Voltaire’s, in denial of the immortality 
of the soul, and saying to myself something like, ‘How dreadful, but how plausible.’ 
And if the boy who did these things and began to believe as he did and yet became 
one of the very great religious lights of the 19th century, there must have been a 
reason. Newman tells us what it was: a friendly and discerning don took an in- 
terest in him. How often we are influenced more by a personality than by a course. 
One of the favorite professors of Dr. John R. Mott, when he was at Cornell, was 
Dr. Moses Coit Tyler, the eminent historian on American history. His biographer 
writes: “What affected Mott in him was his blend of thorough scholarship, his re- 
verence for the fact, his attractive personality in which a real religion was embodied, 
and the natural way in which he expressed his religious life and convictions in his 
lectures without dragging them in.” * And one day he called Mott into his office and 
presented him with a copy of The Book of Common Prayer, and asked him if he 
had ever thought of devoting his life to the Christian ministry. 


Four, the Christian professor will not shy away from the responsibility of help- 
ing the student answer the question “What does it all mean?” 


The Christian professor must be a part of that aspect of the university 
that is assisting students to integrate the scattered and fragmentary know- 
ledge from this course and that course into some kind of unified, coherent and 
meaningful whole. Bernard Bell tells us in his Crisis in Education that every human 
being has three hungers: the hunger to be creative, the hunger for love and the 
hunger for meaning. Yet many universities are doing nothing here. Surely the 
Christian professor with his framework of Christian meaning and purpose has a 
mission here. He can share his faith in “his faith” and his Christian Weltanschaung 


® Mathews, Basil, “John R. Mott,” World Citizen, page 53. 
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with his students, even as he will encourage his colleagues, not sharing his Christian 
faith to share theirs. He can witness unashamedly to his faith that we live in a uni- 
verse with windows open to the Infinite and that his life is lived with reference to 
the transcendent God revealed in Christ. Sir Walter Moberly has written: “It is 
a boon to students to know ‘what are the personal convictions of a sincere and serious 
man with respect to the great problems of life and the world to which such a man 
has devoted deep and serious thought.’ To communicate these frankly must not be 
regarded as a breach of professional etiquette. Thus, as Christian teachers ourselves, 
we claim freedom to express with a clear conscience our Christian convictions and 
grounds for them. . . and the same freedom must be conceded to those who differ 
from us.”* 


My daughter was a freshman at Purdue last year. In her biology course, she 
was overwhelmed by innumerable “facts” and “details” about the human body. 
Much of this is important—but not all of it. She wasn’t there as a pre-med student. 
But nowhere in the course were questions of meaning raised, The body which has 
a wisdom of operation, as a significant “whole,” was ignored, What kind of a uni- 
verse could produce such a strange creature was never raised. No questions were 
asked about the mystery of cell-division, growth, consciousness. I think this is re- 
grettable and unfair to the student. 


In an article in motive magazine, “Science Laboratories as Worship Centers,” 
J. Richard Spann writes: “The professor explained how the exceptional behavior 
of water, by expanding at freezing point, while all other substances continued to 
contract as the temperature decreased, made possible all vegetable and animal life 
upon the earth. He said: ‘If frozen water had become more dense than in the liquid 
state, as other substances are, it would sink instead of float.Soon all the streams, 
lakes, and oceans would have become solid ice and the earth so cold that no life 
could exist on it.” Then he asked, ‘Why was water made to behave in this excep- 
tional manner?’ When no one ventured an answer, he led the class to see that only 
an all-wise, good and purposeful Creator could have planned thus for physical life 
on earth. The recognition of this insight seemed to make me feel I was in a holy 
place. The laboratory became a worship center. It was a memorable religious exper- 
ience! I had worshipped as I became aware of the purposeful and all-wise creator, 
God.” 


Dr. Kirtley Mather, professor of Geology at Harvard since 1927, writing on 
the subject of “Christianity in Higher Education” says: “It is a sad commentary 
upon higher education when a college senior can say: ‘Our professors stuffed us 
full as we went from classroom to classroom, but what does it all mean?” This 
however, is both the challenge and the opportunity for the Christian teacher, whether 
his special field is in the humanities, the social sciences or the natural sciences. Surely 





* The Crisis in the University, page 110. 
5 motive, April, 1954. 
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one of the most valuable assets of Christianity is the answer that it gives to the age- 
old questions concerning the administration of the universe and the destiny of man. 
And the Christian teacher is not worthy of his high calling, no matter how mundane 
the subject about which he gives instruction, if he leaves to the college chaplain, 
the student pastor, or his colleagues in philosophy and religion all the responsibility 
for making that answer known.””® 


Wherever possible, the Christian professor will confront the student with “wis- 
dom” as well as “facts.” What has been said on the problems of living by the great 
seers and prophets of wisdom should be shared with the student. The Christian 
professor must help the student to get the one thing needful, a reason for living 
with a purpose. What a commentary these words are and a stricture on much edu- 
cation in the state university. 

“T’ve studied now Philosophy 
And Jurisprudence, Medicine, 
And even, alas, Theology, 
From end to end, with labor keen; 
And yet, poor fool, with all my lore 
I stand no wiser than before.” 

The fifth responsibility is that he will state and label clearly his value-position. 
All professors should. The Christian professor will. 


One of the very serious superstitions in many departments of learning on 
our university campuses is that complete objectivity is possible. But objectivity 
really means, and it begins when, we recognize and admit that being fully objective 
is impossible. Nothing is more dangerous or more dishonest than operating on a 
set of presuppositions, yet never admitting them or being aware of them. Some 
presuppositions, however, are inevitable, but honest teaching should make them clear. 


Arnold Nash has pointed out in his The University and the Modern World, 
quoting T. E. Hulme, that some doctrines have become so much a part of the mod- 
ern mind and milieu, that they no longer seem doctrines or presuppositions. We 
do not see these doctrines so much as see everything through them: such as, man 
is fundamentally good; all he needs is more knowledge; intelligence can solve all 
problems; man and world are slowly improving; history is the progressive reali- 
zation of man’s ideals; social life can be remedied by more education. But these 
are “faiths”, presuppositions, and value-judgments, and as such they should be 
labelled because they reveal a point of view, an angle of vision, or a faith. 


The Christian professor will make clear to his students what his underlying, 
hidden assumptions of faith are. He will make clear to them that his purpose will 
not be to indoctrinate them in favor of his “value-position.” He will also state that 
his purpose is to be fair and honest as can be with his “opposition.” But he will 
never delude them into thinking that he has no position, no faith, no “religion.” 
Many things will be taught as he teaches because he sees things through his pre- 


* Christian Century, March 28, 1951. 
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suppositions ; but so does the humanist, the naturalist, the agnostic or the atheist. 
And all should make this admission. 


Sixth, the Christian professor will be humble. 


There are several grounds in the Christian faith for humility. One is the recog- 
nition of God as Creator. Man, in the Christian faith, is a creature and as such, he 
is sinful, finite, and all his knowledge is fragmentary. Another is the reminder in 
our sacred Book that all our seeing is through “a glass darkly.” We are children 
learning “‘bit by bit” as Paul reminds us in I Corinthians 13. All our experience con- 
firms it. 

The Christian professor will, in the context of humility, never try to coerce 
conviction in the student. But he will make it clear that there is something exclusive 
and dogmatic about the “truth” he believes, namely that God was in Christ and, 
in Him, we deal with the Absolute. But yet this certainty will be in the democratic 
atmosphere of sharing, discussion, debate, disagreement, in a frank and fearless 
way. Never will grades be determined by agreement with the professor. The pro- 
fessor will witness to his faith by his honesty, integrity, democracy, humility, and 
conviction. But never must there be “intellectual regimentation.” 


Without such humility, one of the most dangerous perversions of Christianity 
takes place; namely, that of self-righteousness and self-importance. The most ter- 
rible denunciations in the New Testament are reserved for those who account them- 
selves righteous or, as it has been put, claims to be one of “the boys.” Luther said 
that he who thinks he is a Christian is no Christian. In any Christian enterprise, 
humility and. humor are vital. 


Lastly, The Christian professor will always be hopeful and radiate hopefulness. 


The Christian professor will not talk about hope, but his whole framework of 
life and work will be shot through and through with divine Providence and con- 
fidence in God. All that he does is done in obedience to God whose servant he is, and 
he has trust in a supernatural Wisdom to make his weakness strong, his service fruit- 
ful and his mission meaningful. Because God’s Spirit is at work in his work and 
in the work of the world, he can leave each day’s work with God. And even death 
is, for the Christian, the door into larger opportunities of work and growth. Because 
our God is the God within history and beyond history, we work, but not anxiously ; 
we toil, but not fretfully ; we weep, but not hopelessly ; we die, but not defeatedly. 


And such hope and hopefulness the Christian professor will radiate and com- 
municate to his students. Sometimes from his conscious teaching, more often from 
his unconscious influence, the student learns that he need not walk alone and that life 
lived with windows opened toward the Divine, as unveiled in Christ, is much more 


than a tale told by an idiot, signifying nothing. 
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Theology and Depth Psychology 


Hans HorMANN 


JOBODY CAN DENY THAT the problem suggested in this title has in very recent 
times attracted extreme attention. The explanation for this surprising fact 
g@ lies in the nature of modern theology and in the development which depth 
psychology has undergone in its short period of existence. When we consider the 
clashes between theology and philosophy, or theology and science, we can say that in 
both these discussions the issue has been to find a right world-view, a system by 
which man could understand the world, But in the problem of inter-relating theo- 
logy and depth psychology a strictly new phenomenon appears. These are not two 
competing systems of understanding the world around us; rather both theology and 
depth psychology raise the radical question of whether they can, singly or together, 
help modern man in his desperate attempt to understand himself. 


I 





Europe, as the birthplace of depth psychology and of a new movement in the 
realm of Protestant theology, has been shaken to the utmost in the last fifty 
years. But this obvious fact is only the inevitable outcome of a much deeper revolu- 
tion which has since the middle of the last century touched here and there the most 
sensitive human beings, such as Marx, Spengler, Darwin, Kierkegaard, Dostoievsky, 
Ibsen, to mention only a few of them. But it was certainly Sigmund Freud who was, 
more than all the rest and much against his own desire, overcome by the realiza- 
tion that man is a mystery to himself, and that it would take unbelievably more to 
understand man than all idealistic philosophy or materialistic determinism ever had 
foreseen. Freud was forced into the realization that all the neat little moralistic or 
philosophical attempts to build an understanding of the world around us on 
the presupposition which Descartes suggested, namely that man is potentially 
good just because he thinks, would never do if once we have to face the full implica- 
tion of all that is hidden in our own being. Freud was certainly not the only one 
who had a dim but scaring awareness of the possibility that man will in the very 
near future prove to himself that he has not only failed to understand himself but 
that he has no possibilities to cope with the still-sleeping, but already slowly-awaken- 
ing giant in himself. But the genius of Sigmund Freud was that he was willing to 
face honestly—even in fear and trembling — this emerging mystery of man and to 
venture the heroic attempt to overcome this frightening aspect of man’s own nature 
by subduing it to the analytic capacity of human reason and intelligence. This, briefly 
sketched in historical perspective, is the philosophical meaning of Freud’s depth 


psychology. 
As much as Freud was and is disliked by many people for many reasons, most 
of their criticisms do not get at the crucial and tragic failure of this great man to 
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whom the modern world is and will be so deeply indebted: that he never could 
break through his own rationalistic, misunderstanding of man as a closed and in- 
dividualistic unit in himself. This, of course, hindered Freud and, much as he saw 
rightly the harmful influence which rigid and legalistic religion had especially on the 
mid-European generation of his time, he never was able to appreciate fully the na- 
ture of true religion. He did not see it as the vital relationship between the per- 
sonal God and the human being who is in himself open for a reality beyond himself 
and beyond the seen and sensed world around him. It is indeed strange, and it 
proved to have very harmful consequences for the development of the Freudian depth 
psychology, that Sigmund Freud, though he was born a Jew, had lost the clear and 
vital concept of the Hebrew understanding of mankind as the unit indivisible, just 
because man is created into the indispensable and most intimate relatedness to God. 


Though the Protestant son of a rigid minister, Carl Gustav Jung rebelled 
against the burden and chain of all traditional and doctrinal religion. Though he was 
completely fascinated by the insights of Freud—at least at the beginning of their en- 
counter —he proved later on to be able to overcome this very failure of Freud 
and to open for depth psychology a broad avenue out of the Freudian impasse into 
the full acceptance of reality, however and wherever it is manifest. This was possible 
because of his understanding of religion. 


Whereas Freud saw in religion merely a moralism and an authoritarianism, 
and therefore as an undue pressure brought upon man by a clique of shrewd magi- 
cians, a position made famous by the Marx-Lenin tradition and today revitalized not 
only by Bolshevism but also by the psychologist and humanist Erich Fromm, Jung 
defines religion as the fundamental bridge between the individual and the whole 
realm in which the deity — never rationally known, but in symbols self-revealing 
— creates the basis on which mankind grows collectively and is reproduced 
in every single individual. As a matter of fact, if we can take his latest English 
publication, Answer to Job‘, as significant, Jung sees the whole of human history as 
nothing but the process of the Divine individuation. So Jung uses the reality of 
religion itself as he understands it to overcome the rigid Freudian rationalistic 
individualism which had condemned religion. 


But right at this point Jung’s own weakness appears most clearly. As much as 
he is able to relate the individual to the Divine power, and bases his own depth 
psychological approach philosophically on the organic relationship between the in- 
dividual and his Divine source of being through a gnostic notion of the Divine on 
the part of the individual, Jung fails almost completely to extend his still individual- 
istic understanding of man into a sociologically sound understanding of human liv- 
ing together. This holds equally true for Erich Fromm’s humanistic psychology. 





1Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1954. 
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Now, it is extremely interesting that also out of the Freudian depth psychology 
another trend, represented especially by Karen Horney, and joined by the school 
of Harry Stack Sullivan, bases its whole analytical understanding of man, as well as 
its therapeutic approach to human disorder, on this very sociological aspect of the 
interpersonal relationships. There is no doubt that this American trend, as well as 
its European counterpart in the depth psychology of Ludwig Binswanger, opens a 
most important aspect in the whole field which was not really seen and appreciated 
by either Freud or Jung. But this school of sociologically minded depth psychology 
can only go so far as to show how the interpersonal relationship is either damaging 
or constructive in the development of the human personality. However clearly they 
indicate that either the lack or the distortion of love cripples the process of human 
maturing, they have no way whatsoever to point to the source of the real and creative 
love which they presuppose. 


At this point the critical challenge to both theology and psychology arises. 
Psychology is asked if it really means to open the human personality for the vital 
self-realization of love itself, or if it merely pretends to do so while offering only 
new tricks and pseudo-religious beliefs. Theology is asked if it really breaks way 
for the self-demonstrating love of God, or if it proves its basic dis- 
trust in this love by substituting for it doctrinal and moralistic superstructures. 
This most critical and most constructive question asked of theology has come up 
within theology itself out of its struggle with the problem of overcoming 
its own doctrinal sterility as well as its illusions about man. Depth psychology has 
found that man cannot be in himself fully realized as man without an organic re- 
lationship to his Divine origin and an equally organic relationship to his fellow 
man. What is indeed most astonishing is that it should be a mere coincidence that 
at the same moment theology has come to a new realization that God Himself be- 
came flesh in Jesus Christ for this very reason: to break through the separation 
of God and man and to renew by this action the human inter-personal relationships. 


II 


With this background there can be no doubt whatsoever that theology and 
depth psychology at their best not only can, but must be interrelated. This must 
be done not only in their own interest and for the sake of realistic honesty: It 
is also necessary because of the utmost urgency that man may find himself again 
able both to understand himself as the creature he was meant to be and to fulfill the 
God-given order to explore and govern this world—a world which is today so 
highly developed and technically civilized that it can be mastered only by man in 
the full security and spontaneity of a child of God as well as in the full maturity of 
a loving and self-accepting member of the human society. This goal of modern man 
should make it clearly impossible for theology to fall back into mere speculation about 
God or a moralism based on assumptions of man’s deep-down goodness. It should 
also prevent modern depth psychology from presupposing the indispensable factor 
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of love as something which can be separated from the personally loving God, or 
from recoiling into the most unrealistic illusion that man on his own can under- 
stand and therefore master either his own self and frightening unconscious or the 
world around him. Freud by his prophetic genius opened up the problem we face 
today. Jung showed that we can only be true persons if we risk full openness toward 
the deity. Horney and Sullivan proved that the realization of true personality also 
requires full and constructive interrelatedness of man and man. So depth psycho- 
logy poses the right question and indicates where the solution is to be sought. 
Theology is now put on the spot to conduct a courageous self-examination. It must 
tear down all doctrinal or moralistic superstructures in order to point vigorously and 
humbly to the reality of life and love which are one and the same in the one God, 
who became flesh even unto the death of a criminal and outcast. He loves us without 
condition and limitation and will give to us his own Holy Spirit, the breath of life. 
He alone can renew man in order that he may not die in the ruins of his own 
titanic and chaotic confusion, but may live again out of the love of God, through 
which he can find a new belonging where the old surprised exclamation of the 
heathen may become true again: “Behold how they love one another!” 


This interrelated task of theology and depth psychology suggests, far deeper 
and more urgently than the traditional problems in their respective fields, recon- 
sideration of the meaning of reality for man. It is surprising but not merely coin- 
cidental, that at the same time that theology and depth psychology looked for a 
sound basis for their work, a new movement also appeared in philosophy. In it man 
as such could no longer be presupposed, leaving philosophy free to consider special- 
ized problems. Existentialism does not fit into any given system of philosophical 
thinking passed on to us by the history of philosophy. On the contrary, existentialism 
even questions the validity of any philosophical system and raises the question of 
whether such a system is appropriate and applicable. For the existentialists man’s be- 
ing becomes not only the fundamental but the only concern, from which every 
other problem must be directly derived. It became obvious that to exist in the 
twentieth century was no longer something which could be taken for granted as the 
simple corollary of the proposition that man who is by nature good finds himself in 
a world which, if not yet perfectly good, is at least on its way to becoming so by 
an irrevocable process of evolution. 


The shaking experience of two world wars and their political, social and 
economic consequences brought our generation to face the fact that to exist is in it- 
self nothing to be presupposed, but much rather an act by which man recognizes 
himself as an unpredictable mystery in a world which is by no means beyond the 
possibility of missing its goal of perfection and deteriorating into chaos and anarchy. 
To exist, therefore, means today to accept and to realize constructively the factor 
of risk and tragedy, or, to use Paul Tillich’s phrase, “to have the courage to be.” In 
this sense the original meaning of the word “existence” is restored, namely, to step 
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out of being that is unaware of itself into the openness of finding and accepting our- 
selves as we are in a world which is seen realistically as it is. 


This fundamental philosophical question brought existentialism to reopen 
radically the trial of the whole history of philosophy and to start with the very 
same question with which pre-Socratic Greek philosophy dealt. But where the pre- 
Socratic Greek philosophy did this with the genuine and childlike trust of naivete, 
modern existentialism does it, often enough, with a morbid and decadent distrust 
of all that was till now considered the wealth of tradition and history. Whereas 
ancient Greek philosophy had for its goal the discovery of what is, the question 
now became the sarcastic and sceptical doubt whether there is anything whose be- 
ing or existing would be worth while. In a word, the meaning of reality is at 
stake. Obviously not everything that appears is real. On the contrary, everything 
that appears has to prove itself by becoming real; and its reality is the steady 
growth into becoming true to its own meaning. 


We see, therefore, that theology, philosophy, and therapeutic psychology found 
themselves inseparably interwoven in the quest for the meaning of reality. But each 
has its distinct sector of this problem. While psychotherapy — combining psychiatry 
and therapeutic psychology — indicates that man cannot live without a meaningful 
development of his own being, and philosophy — insofar as it is existential — in- 
dicates that the future of mankind depends for its meaning on a being that is again 
and again clearly realized and courageously materialized, theology is meant to point 
to the source of meaningful being as such. 


Although, in order to recognize this new problem, we had to introduce briefly 
the existential movement which without question influenced depth psychology as well 
as theology, we may focus our attention exclusively on the interrelatedness of theo- 
logy and depth psychology. This does not at all mean that we do not recognize the 
tremendous critical role which this branch of philosophy plays ; but one may say that 
the crucial task in the struggle to regain the fundamental meaning of reality today 
is the decisive correlation of therapeutic depth psychology and an existentially 
minded theology. 


III 


When we observe the intricacy of concrete and given situations and the nature 
of a human being in all its complexity, we see more and more that a genuine and 
strong vitality is needed to face one’s own dangerous as well as promising nature 
and to look equally realistically at our inescapable task of meeting the world around 
us. But experience makes it unmistakably evident that man by himself is not able 
to produce or even to acquire this needed vitality. On the contrary, the more this 
overwhelming double task is faced, the more man feels himself compelled to overtax 
his own capacities. Uncertain of success, he becomes anxious and tense, with the 
result that instead of accelerating and expanding his own capabilities he finds him- 
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self more and more paralyzed and frustrated. He faces the unknown of the future 
with anxiety in his heart. 


Every psychology which presupposes man’s ability to face himseif and the future 
of his world on his own appears embarrassingly superficial and is, by necessity. 
doomed to fail. But it is likewise unquestionably true that it is still man and only 
man through whom the restoration of our world and its future can come. In today’s 
mood of what is probably an overemphasis on the importance and the possibilities of 
psychology, there lies a sound and appropriate feeling, a feeling that nothing short of 
a realistic but confident humanism will help us to survive. Depth psychology has 
undoubtedly the merit of bringing the two clearest fundamental aspects of this prob- 
lem to the open. The first is that only where there is meaningful and organically 
sound vitality in man is there also meaning and powerful development in the world. 
But the second factor is equally important. The first can only be achieved if man re- 
gains the confident security to open his own particular life toward the underlying 
and embracing stream of life. He may then step out in the act of existence with 
equal trust and confidence, and so establish out of our present day world in its 
complexity the basis on which a trustworthy future can emerge. 


Indeed modern depth psychology makes it explicitly clear that it is profoundly 
inhuman either to deny, on the basis of pleasant but illusory assumption, the brutal 
reality of a world meaningless in itself, or to believe equally unrealistically that man 
can build his existence and future on the sarcastic and indifferent disregard of the 
inevitable quest for meaningful reality. 


But here is also the borderline, in crossing which depth psychology would step 
out of its proper realm and lose its sense of proportion by becoming on its own a 
pseudo-religion. This danger must certainly be mentioned in our present time. It 
would indeed be foolish for depth psychology to deny man’s innate and persistent 
search for the nature of this very vitality which psychology itself presupposes as the 
sustaining and healing basis of the human self-realization. It would be equally foolish 
to deny its own findings by dishonestly pretending that man could discover or culti- 
vate on his own and in himself this so desperately needed vitality. The slogan “Man 
for himself” if taken literally and absolutely, is self-contradictory nonsense as well as 
a dangerously misleading denial of the true nature of man. “Man’s search for him- 
self” points by necessity beyond man toward the source of life. We under- 
stand and accept fully that depth psychology is radically unwilling to take any sub- 
stitute for genuine vitality, but we insist with equal decisiveness that the origin of 
this true vitality comes from beyond man and his own findings. 


But as soon as we realize that this vitality of which we spoke above in psycho- 
logical terms is theologically called “life,” then we understand that passing the bor- 
derline between depth psychology and theology at this point and with this question, 
we confront modern theology with an existential question with which theology has 
not been too familiar. Misled by the very questionable term “religion,” theology 
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often detached itself from the quest for realization and flew off disobediently into 
the blue sky of mere speculation on so-called metaphysical or supernatural ideas. 
One has to admit that both adjectives indicate a cheap escapism. Or, it turned to 
deal exclusively with the petty trivialities of our own need to be so very pious and 
morally perfect, degrading faith from trust in God to self-made righteousness. 


IV 


Much to the surprise of many theologians themselves, the problem which depth 
psychology brought up leads us directly to the biblical, and especially the New 
Testament, message, that our faith in ourselves is misplaced and that we should 
rather put our confidence in God as giver, sustainer and fulfillment of life. The 
Gospel, according to the New Testament, is not something we do or have. It is not 
a system of thoughts or doctrinal beliefs. It speaks of a radical new relationship to 
God, established by Him who is therefore called “the Giver of life.” It means a 
revolutionary rediscovery in theology that the core of genuine faith, based on the 
testimony of the biblical witnesses, expresses the whole reality of God as His dynam- 
ic and passionate relatedness to us through His becoming — paradoxically enough 
—not an idea and not a mystery, but flesh of our flesh in Jesus Christ, and the 
breath of life for and through human nature in the Holy Spirit. 


If in the past, Judaistic and Roman Christianity overemphasized a legalistic 
and basically self-centered and self-righteous interpretation of faith, if through the 
Reformation the Pauline emphasis on a pessimistic future of the world and the 
nature of man was merely dissolved in the jurisdictional terms of a doctrinal denial 
of man and a process of narrowing God down to a merciful but overpowering 
totality, then it may very well be that our current situation calls vigorously for a 
rediscovery of the Johannine aspect of the Christian faith. It is amazing how much 
the writing of St. John seems to be directly focussed on opening up for us a new 
understanding of the meaning of reality. Throughout his whole writing, John re- 
peatedly paraphrases this one single and simple message: God’s own being is 
relatedness and therefore our human possibility of being, our own 
essential vitality, depends on our being related to this very God. To put it 
in even stronger and clearer terms, our life is God’s own act of existence; 
that is to say, His own stepping out of mere being by himself into related being was 
for, with, in, and through us. Vitality, therefore, is man’s being involved and estab- 
lished in this self-realizing and self-revealing process of God. One does not have 
life as a possession, but one experiences life as the vessel of the Divine and vital self- 
expression. 


This could, in itself, imply the most radical devaluation of man’s selfhood if one 
disregards the crucial factor that this wilful vitality of God is completely identified 
with love as such. God is life and love alike, and God’s will is nothing else than this 
loving life and vital love. Therefore it becomes clear that God’s own love can by no 
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means lead to man’s being overpowered and overrun by the domineering vitality 
of God. On the contrary, God’s vitality does not want anything else but this one 
thing: He wants passionately and exclusively to establish man in his full reality as 
His love subject. Whereas some modern depth psychologists — for instance, Jung 
— insist on preserving man’s freedom of will without being at all able to tell us how 
and why this can come about, the Johannine theology reveals to us that this can only 
be understood on the basis and background of the love of God. Man is free, where 
he loves. His will is established and structured where the love of God is its basis. 
God’s love is also the will’s fulfilment as it restores the interpersonal relations and 
a confident, but not Promethean, approach to the unknown future. Thus, but only 
thus, can depth psychology learn how man can come to open himself in the trustful 
confidence in life itself as the only way for him to be fulfilled in his true nature and 
to fulfill the task set before him in this world. 


If psychology and theology come into their own, then perhaps this second half 
of the twentieth century will some day be called by historians the period of redis- 
covering man. But to help rediscover the dignity of man sets a high standard to 
which both theology and psychology will have to measure up. Psychology is a young 
discipline and has still to progress and overcome its own stubborn self-limitation 
of being exclusively scientific. By this device the psychologist usually tries to safe- 
guard himself against anything that cannot be tested and measured rationally by a 
materialistic approach. Psychology will be forced to step out into the openness of 
accepting the irrationality of the human mystery. It has to dare to acknowledge the 
fact that the essential core of being human cannot be tested. But one can certainly 
observe the great uniqueness of mankind — set partly above the material world and 
intended to be the crown of the entire creation. 


There is in psychology today on one hand a tendency to disregard everything that 
goes beyond the possibilities of psychological tests. On the other hand we have in 
parapsychology and a more philosophically oriented psychology the equally mis- 
taken notion that the testing as such of the whole experimental psychology is far 
beneath the notice of real psychology. Both tendencies are in themselves foolish and 
do not see that reality embraces every human notion, however it may be gained. 
Therefore the real test of psychology will be whether it can be ready to re-open man’s 
whole being for him, toward the sources and the foundation of his particular life. 


We are indebted to Jung, and recently to von Duerckheim, for having brought 
to our attention the complexity and also the necessity of man’s being reintegrated 
into the universe, with all the emotional, rational and irrational implications of 
such a step. Both made clear that man’s coming to himself is not so much an act of 
discovering his individual self-being, but rather that it involves the opening of 
his particular being toward a universal and collective vitality—which by expressing 
itself through man also forms and fortifies the uniqueness of every human being. 
And it requires his avoiding the temptation to base his individuality on detachment 
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from the world around him. We are—according to modern psychology—most truly 
ourselves where we are the most interrelated. But this is no mere human technique ; 
it is the manifestation of the mysterious fact that man comes alive where life itself 
comes into realization through him. 


Psychology at its best, therefore, has an instrumental character. It is not a 
philosophy of life, and even less a pseudo-religion by which man can save himself. 
On the contrary, it proves again and again that man has to break down all of his 
own self-defenses against the overwhelming reality of life. This means that a risk 
must be run; but man can only be established by a continual renewal, by being 
transparently the medium through which the meaning of life is experienced and 
expressed. 


V 


Psychology in itself, therefore, has a negative and merely cathartic function. 
But for this very reason it is a most positive and constructive discipline, in which 
man can learn to obliterate the false and misleading illusion that he can find his own 
destiny by mastering himself. Man must accept the fact that he is meant to be free. 
He must cast away the crutches of self-deceiving tricks and vain attempts to fulfill 
his existence on his own, for this will only have the opposite effect: he will destroy 
his innate gifts and abilities by abusing them. It is indeed very significant that psy- 
chology more and more realizes the biblical truth that only where we have a child- 
like security—experiencing our existence as nothing but the joyful growth of be- 
coming what we were not and what we could not even foresee—can we attain to 
our true freedom. Man must be liberated from his images of himself which drive 
him without mercy toward a fiction of a goal which he will either never attain or 
automatically devalue by achieving it. Man will always enter any paradise which 
he builds with his own hands, only to find it a destroyed one, which only can dis- 
illusion him. Man is meant to live by unquestioned confidence and trustful ex- 
pectation that the reality of life is always an indescribable gift. 


This means that psychology must take part—as it already is doing more than 
any other discipline in human knowledge—in this unpredictable growth and develop- 
ment. Psychology by its nature can never attain unchangeable rules and theories. 
It can only help to bring about the awesome as well as exciting process of man’s 
realization of his own nature as his destiny, not in a sense of fatalistic predeter- 
mination or with a preconceived notion of the future, but by recognizing the wonder- 
ful possibility of revealing through our clarified selves the meaning of the creation. 


At times man is tempted to abuse psychology as a defense mechanism. But he 
equally abuses theology in order to justify himself through religious activities and 
to anticipate the decisions of the Godhead. By structuring ecclesiastical and doc- 
trinal fences, by developing liturgical and ascetic practices, he tries to safeguard 
himself against the crucial quest for his becoming true before God and his fellow 
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man. We can easily recognize the parallelism between the abuses threatening psy- 
chology and theology, but we can also see that theology is infinitely more endan- 
gered, since it has nothing like the critical test apparatus by which psychology is 
again and again bound to come back to realism, We can talk and speculate about 
God ad infinitum, and not even realize that we are only hiding ourselves behind 
these theological bushes since we are afraid to be faced by the living God. 


This indicates the point where theology must allow itself to be critically tested : 
it must never pretend to be the truth in itself, nor even to contain the whole truth. 
It must simply point toward truth as living and vital reality, where God Himself 
is truth, where He becomes real to us, where we become true to Him, and where 
we grow in the ability to respond to his love. Theology, like psychology, has only 
the function of a servant. Theology is meant to witness, proclaiming that the source 
of life and the destiny of man are not unknown, but can be experienced where God 
and man are interrelated, for this relationship also breaks down the interhuman 
barricades. Theology has the critical function of preventing us from rationalizing 
or sentimentalizing God, either of which is a dishonest denial of God. In theology 
man must leave his own attempts to know the source and essence of life, and, in- 
stead, be the living signpost by which God, the personal giver of life, makes Himself 
known—addressing Himself personally to us. For He is Himself the breath of life, 
and by His Holy Spirit He lives in and through us. Theology, therefore, really has 
the function of enabling man to express his meaning by becoming an existential 
witness to the loving reality of God. He wants to be with and for and in man. Now, 
if man is meant—as Genesis asserts—to be the counterpart of God’s own being, 
then he reflects this meaning of life through being related to God. 


The full interrelatedness of theology and depth psychology is yet to come. 
But to the extent that it has taken place, it has come from their common discovery, 
each from its own point of view, that the real meaning of life and the essential reali- 
zation of it lie in man’s becoming the full expression of love as interrelatedness. This 
is the true dignity of man, and it is based on the fact and nature of God’s own being. 


Being is relatedness. Psychology is beginning to express that aspect of it which 
is relevant for the human self-understanding. The privilege and responsibility of 
theology is to proclaim that the ultimate ground of this synthesis is in God. Con- 
temporary man can rediscover this truth, which an ancient theologian put so simply 
in these few words: “Our heart is restless until it rests in Thee, O Lord.” 
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AW Protestantism in the last hundred years has been the rise and growth 
of theological seminaries of interdenominational or nondenominational 
character. Such seminaries are in part a characteristic product of American Protest- 
antism with its complex of denominations — denominations which have many 
similarities, despite historic differences, and which on the whole tend to regard 
each other as valid manifestations of Christian faith. Such seminaries are also in 
part a product of the development of American universities, which have been 
uneasy with the denominational ties which divinity schools in their midst may have 
had, and have subtly tended to guide such schools to adopt patterns and goals 
similar to their own. And such seminaries have risen to places of conspicuous 
leadership in American Protestant life, sending their graduates into pastoral, 
educational and administrative roles of major importance. Some understanding 
of them is essential to the full understanding of the contemporary religious scene. 


Se N INTERESTING and important development in the history of American 
° + 
ix 


Most welcome, therefore, are two recent books on two of these seminaries: 
Henry Sloane Coffin’s A Half Century of Union Theological Seminary and The 
Harvard Divinity School, edited by George Huntston Williams. These two insti- 
tutions have varied considerably in size and flavor, but they have both occupied 
an important place in the development of Protestant thought and life and are among 
the leading interdenominational seminaries; a report on the Harvard Divinity 
School in the mid-’40’s “ . . . recognized that the School, though numerically 
larger than ever before, was not keeping pace either in numbers or in expenditures 
with the other three university divinity schools with which it should be compared — 
the one at Yale, the one at Chicago, and the Union Theological Seminary in New 
York (closely connected with Columbia University).”? As the seminaries whose 
history they recount are quite different, so are the two books. Dr. Coffin’s is an 
informal history, to a considerable extent a reminiscence, of a fifty year period. 
Written largely by one man (though Morgan Phelps Noyes wrote the chapter 
on “The Contribution of Henry Sloane Coffin,” and Henry P. Van Dusen 
penned foreword and afterword), it has a unity, directness, and style that a 
composite volume cannot have. The Harvard study covers a longer period — 
from the founding of the school in the early nineteenth century to the present — 
and is the joint work of six authors. The editor wrote the introduction, conclusion, 
and a supplementary excursus.? Conrad Wright, Sydney E. Ahlstrom, and 
Willard L. Sperry prepared chapters dealing with the school from its founding 
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to 1880. In this period the institution was tiny, and for the most part served to 
prepare men for the Unitarian ministry. Levering Reynolds, Jr., and Ralph 
Lazzaro have covered the period from 1880 to 1953. It was in these years that 
the influence of the school was more widely felt on the American scene, and 
inasmuch as the two books parallel each other for this period, the focus of this 
review will be on the last half-dozen decades. 


Both these seminaries were conspicuous in the first quarter of the present 
century as pioneers of theological liberalism, but it is clear that their liberalism was 
not of the same stripe. Both played a part in the rapid spread of liberalism in the 
early decades of this century. Free of ecclesiastical control, the nondenominational 
faculties could move swiftly along the frontiers of thought, appropriating boldly 
what they found for their theological work. But there were differing brands of 
liberalism, and these works give case studies of perhaps the two major types. 


When the Harvard Divinity School was reorganized as a nonsectarian 
institution around 1880, it adopted the “scientific method” as its own. This in- 
fluenced decisively the entire curriculum and teaching method: 

The scientific method gave a historical emphasis to all study, and especially to 
those studies most amenable to it. Ephraim Emerton [ Winn Professor of Ecclesiastical 
History, a layman trained in secular history} devoted much thought in his later life 
to this change, which had come over not only the Harvard Divinity School but also the 
whole American scholarly community. He spoke of “the extraordinary impulse given 
to every form of human activity by the new scientific method which dates from the 
creative work of Charles Darwin and his immediate successors,” and he said: “This 
scientific method was essentially an historical one. Its votaries were concerned, above 
all else, with tracing back, ever farther and farther, the origins of those forms of life 
which had hitherto been conceived of as fundamentally static and. permanent.”* 

The school thus became a conspicuous pioneer of liberalism; in biblical criticism 
especially it was in the forefront. Though it was small, a number of its graduates 
went from it to college and seminary teaching posts, and its professors — such 
men as C. H. Toy, George Foot Moore, Kirsopp Lake, Francis G. Peabody, E. C. 
Moore — wrote widely read works. Under their leadership, Harvard became a 
center of “scientific theology,” advocating an advanced liberalism which can be 
called “scientific modernism.” 


At Union Seminary a brilliant band of teachers and scholars also emphasized 
scientific and historical method in theology. As Dr. Arthur C. McGiffert, long an 
outstanding professor at the seminary, put it in his inaugural address as president: 

With the revolution that has come in modern times in the conception of authority 
in religion—the profoundest and most far-reaching revolution the church has witnessed 
‘since the second century—the spirit of independent scientific investigation can govern 
theological study as it never could before. We are not now obliged to ask what Bible 


ot creed or church requires, but what the facts teach, and we are able to move in the 
field of theology with the same freedom that the scientist enjoys in any other field.* 


The influence of such a powerful figure was strongly in a liberal direction. “He 
often made: me ‘feel’ that Christian tradition was something to be viewed with 
scepticism,” one of his students later reported. “He tended to leave the impression 
that there was hope for Christianity and the Church if only they could adapt them- 
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selves quickly and completely to the latest scientific methods and conclusions.”® 
Yet the Union brand of liberalism, even as articulated by McGiffert, was different 
from Harvard’s. McGiffert concluded his inaugural with an important qualification : 
Aiming to be a school of theology in the broadest possible sense, including within 

its curriculum every kind of subject that has to do with the understanding of religion, 

the Seminary remains, as it has always been, profoundly Christian. To serve the cause 

of Christ through the discovery and the interpretation of Christian truth and through 

the teaching and training of those who are called to Christian leadership, this it makes 

its chief concern. ° 
This was no pious afterthought. When, under Professor George A. Coe, the 
religious education department began to assume that “to render Jesus Christ 
central and determinative” was to confine it to a stereotype of the past, and that “the 
Bible was no longer the chief content of a school of religion,” a rift opened 
between Coe and McGiffert, and Coe left the seminary to join the staff of Teachers 
College. Dr. Coffin adds, “While Dr. McGiffert was no churchman, and said next 
to nothing of the Church in his inaugural, he was standing steadfastly by the 
Seminary’s Christian inheritance.’”? 


Union’s liberalism was of a different type than Harvard’s, “evangelical 
liberalism” rather than scientific modernism. The Union Faculty in the early decades 
of the century, though encompassing a range of viewpoints, never moved far as a 
whole from its moderate liberalism; the work of such teachers and scholars as 
William Adams Brown, Charles Fagnani, G. W. Knox, James E. Frame, Julius A. 
Bewer, Hugh Black, Francis Brown, and Harry Emerson Fosdick was mainly in 
this pattern. The differences between the two schools no doubt lie in the different 
backgrounds from which they had come and the different contexts in which they 
worked. Harvard’s background in Unitarianism and Transcendentalism was quite 
different from Union’s in Presbyterianism and Evangelicalism ; Harvard’s connec- 
tion with the University exerted a pressure which Union — independent from 
Columbia though with close associations — could resist. 


The significance of all this becomes clear when the 1930’s and 40’s are con- 
sidered, for in those years American Protestant life and thought fell on difficult 
times. The Harvard study speaks of the “markedly individualistic and sceptical 
phases” of American religious life in those decades. Morgan Noyes describes the 
period as follows: 


The period between World War I and World War II was not a spiritually fertile 
era. In the United States the reaction against the horrors of war and the disillusion- 
ment with its aftermath had resulted in a strong desire to withdraw from international! 
responsibilities. Scientific humanism had led to the repudiation of religious faith by 
many altruistic individuals, to be a diluted faith on the part of some who oversimplified 
the problem of adjusting modern knowledge and religion, and to a militant funda- 
mentalism on the part of influential groups who sensed danger in the new outlooks, 
a danger which they sought to escape by retreating into obscurantism. People were 
making money quickly and easily by speculation and in other ways, and a growing 
belief that permanent prosperity had been reached went hand in hand with lethargy 
in the spiritual life of multitudes. In the midst of growing wealth the churches, 
engrossed in theological controversy, showed diminishing gifts for missionary ex- 
pansion. 
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In such a time, it was not hard to slip from evangelical liberalism over to scientific 
modernism, for to many evangelicalism seemed another name for fundamentalism. 
Confronted with this situation, Union decided to buck the tide. Henry Sloane Coffin 
became president in 1926, charged with calling the seminary back to its central 
purpose and with deepening its spiritual life. He came at a time when many 
students had little dedication to the church, when chapel attendance was scanty, 
and the study of systematic theology unpopular. Things soon began to change, 
however, and new appointments gave the seminary its cast as “neo-orthodox.” 
Reinhold Niebuhr, John Baillie, Paul Tillich, and Richard Kroner, themselves 
deeply and permanently influenced by liberalism, nevertheless pointed out its lim- 
itations, and vigorously presented a realistic theology and emphasized the centrality 


of the Scriptures. 


These new theological trends in which the influence of the ecumenical move- 
ment and continental theology was felt were, however, “foreign to the temper of the 
[Harvard] Divinity School Faculty as it was then constituted.” It continued its 
way; indeed, for a dozen years (1942-54), its only professor of theology was a 
Humanist—“probably the only Humanist professor of theology in the 
United States.” The school suffered administratively because of the lack of interest 
on the part of the president of the university. Paradoxically, in this period the 
school attracted a number of Fundamentalist students, because the school’s position 


“left them free to keep faith and history separate.’”® 


The present revolutionary changes now going on at the Divinity School take on 
greater meaning against the background of the school’s history, and suggest the 
real depth and power of the theological revival in American Protestantism. That 
a school of Unitarian origin, a school committed to scientific modernism during its 
most creative period, now appears to be finding its place in the theological renais- 
sance is most significant, and shows how the various strands of liberalism, having 
contributed greatly (if often indirectly) to the character and quality of the 
theological recovery, now lose themselves in it. The present trend even makes 
plausible a prophecy of Ephraim Emerton made years ago. He foresaw a time 
when the then “ . . . prevailing contempt for theological study” might so change 
that at last theology, rightly interpreted, would “reassert its claim to be in the true 
sense a ‘science,’ perhaps even in due time to take its place as the regina scientarwm 


of the Erasmian age.”?° 


It would be hard to suggest better reading than these two books in preparation 
for the highly-anticipated reports on the study of theological education in America, 
a study which has been conducted under the direction of H. Richard Niebuhr, 
Daniel Day Williams, and James M. Gustafson. The opportunity to set these two 
particular studies in the context of the whole American seminary situation will be 


fascinating and revealing indeed. 


[318] 











Books AND PUBLICATIONS 


NOoTES 


1George Huntston Williams (ed.), The Harvard Divinity School: Its Place in Harvard 
University and American Culture (Boston: Beacon Press, 1954), p. 221. 


2 Though this excursus on “Church, Commonwealth, and College: The Religious Sources 
of the Idea of a University,” lies outside the scope of this review (and to some extent outside 
of the scope of the book itself), many readers of The Christian Scholar will find it most stimu- 
lating and helpful. In it five themes in the history of the university from the time of 
Charlemagne to the founding of Harvard are traced. These five motifs—the critical, the christo- 
logical, the tranferential, the paradisic, and the military—have often been elaborated in various 
ways through the centuries, and this compact analysis offers many illuminating leads for under- 
standing the development of the idea of a university. 


* Williams (ed.), Harvard Divinity School, p. 170. 


“Henry Sloane Coffin, A Half Century of Union Theological Seminary, 1896-1945: An 
Informal History (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1954), p. 105. 


5 Ibid., p. 39. 
* [bid., p. 105. 
* [bid., p. 106. 
8Ibid., pp. 118 f. 
* Williams (ed.), Harvard Divinity School, pp. 212-225. 
*° Tbid., p. 172. 
Protestantism in America: A Narrative History. By Jerald C. Brauer, Philadelphia: 
Westminster Press, 1953. 370 pages, $3.50. 


This is a deceptively unpretentious popular history. The small size, profusion 
of dramatic incidents, simple and direct language, minimum of generalizations or 
theological interpretation give it the aspect of a text-book for high school or 
junior college students. But a careful reading will disclose that one has in this 
work an interpretation of American religious history based on a wide command of 
sources and a disciplined judgment. 


The interpretation is scarcely explicit. In the Foreward American Protestantism 
is characterized both by its experimentation and by an enduring biblicism, and 
these motifs are repeated throughout. This very general and not very distinctive 
description, however, is not the important contribution. The latter is rather to be 
seen in the very judicious proportions and balance with which the multitudinous 
factors and tendencies in American religious life are shaped into a coherent account. 
The diverse religious traditions brought to this country, their relative strength, their 
relations to each other ; the tendencies leading to the “turning point” of neutrality 
toward the churches on the part of the new national government ; the evangelization 
of the moving population by revivals and the consequent anti-intellectual, individual- 
istic, and anti-clerical habit of mind in American Protestantism; the relation of the 
various churches to the slavery question, the Civil War and Reconstruction, and the 
impact of these on the churches ; the problems occasioned by urban industrialization 
after the War and new scientific theories, such as Darwinism and Biblical Criticism ; 
the social gospel in relation to the progressivism of the first Roosevelt and Wilson ; 
the concern of the churches to stem the quickening tempo of world wars; the 
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“ecumenical movement”—it is in the weighting and assessment of these concrete 
phenomena that one discerns the skill of this history. 


Behind this sketch there is a great deal of knowledge and thought which is 
unexpressed. While there is only occasional reference to European backgrounds, 
one senses that this history is conceived in the perspective of the total sweep of 
Christian experience, and from no provincial viewpoint. The life of the American 
churches in the 20th century especially is described in world-wide relations of 
the ecumenical movement. While the thought of American Protestantism is not 
explored as in a history of theology, nevertheless the references to theological 
discussions along the way indicate a command of their meaning such as is sometimes 
missed in more ambitious histories of American Christianity. And the story of the 
most recent period is so treated, if only in samples, that one is left with the 
sense of a continuing vigorous movement. The reviewer had the privilege of 
reading the work in manuscript. A second reading leaves the impression that it is 
even better than I thought and will probably and deservedly find wide use in 
colleges and even theological schools. 

James Hastincs NICHOLS 


So Little for the Mind. By Hilde Neatby, Toronto: Clark Irwin and Company, 
1953. 384 pages. $3.00. 


Dr. Neatby regrets the fact that nothing has appeared in Canada “comparable 
in scope” to the writings of Hutchins, Bell, Moberly, and Livingstone criticizing 
the modern tendencies to “materialism and secularism with a renunciation of ab- 
solute standards”. This book might be described as filling that lack, except 
that rather than approaching the problem from the point of view of philosophical 
analysis, the author writes as a contemporary historian describing what she has 
seen and discovered. As an historian she makes no pretense of so-called dis- 
passionate objectivity but frankly states her commitment to education as 
“intellectual training, cultural enlightenment, and moral instruction through a 
direct and logical process”. However, unlike some, she does not assume that 
this statement of bias in any way absolves her from the attempt to present the 
facts honestly and document every reference. 


The result is an indictment that gets its power not so much from the state- 
ments of criticism — these having been made by others — but from her marshalling 
of supporting evidence of what Dewey “Progressivism” has done to public educa- 
tion in Canada. 


The criticisms might be listed as follows: 1. “Progressive” education 
claims to be concerned with growth and the stimulation of thought but actually 
stifles thought and inhibits growth. 2. It claims to be concerned with the 
whole person but in practice denies the reality of a truly free personality by 
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its implicit behaviorism which eliminates individual responsibility. 3. It claims 
to be practical, to educate for life, and to teach by doing but ends by indoctrinating 
in theoretical generalities and platitudes. 4. It claims to teach through stimulating 
the interest of the pupil but ends by boring both the pupil and the teacher. 5. 
It claims to be concerned with moral and spiritual values and the creation of 
good citizens but ends by creating young people who are self-centered, self- 
regarding, and irresponsible. 6. It claims to be dedicated to democracy and 
democratic values but is undemocratic in practice, committed to “official lines” 
and fails to prepare pupils for responsible life in a democracy. 


This is a serious indictment and might be brushed off as mere prejudice 
were it not for the supporting evidence from records, statements, addresses, 
teachers, pupils, and parents obviously gathered by careful observation and 
study of the Canadian scene. As to how effectively Dr. Neatby supports her case 
must be judged by the reader himself. This reviewer, a product of pre-progressive 
Canadian schooling and deeply influenced by study at Teachers College, Columbia, 
twenty-five years ago finds it difficult not to be greatly impressed. All the 
more in that his own experience suggests that much similar evidence could be 
assembled in the American scene. 


For this reason the book should be read by American educators and either 
accepted or answered at its own level. If it is unscholarly, draws unwarranted 
conclusions, is dishonest in its use of facts, this should be pointed out and 
documented. Simple unsupported criticism of it or an attitude of high disdain 
will be avoiding the issue. 


It should be made clear that Dr. Neatby doesn’t end her indictment by 
placing the blame on the educators and John Dewey. They are the products of 
a culture that has made false Gods of reason, equalitarian democracy and material 
comfort. We have lost in our time a culture-creating faith or philosophy. 


Unfortunately, when it comes to suggesting what we can do about it, Dr., 
Neatby loses her clear definiteness and somewhat vaguely suggests that perhaps 
we had better turn from techniques and seek resources through a re-appropriation 
of the richness of our cultural heritage. We must confront ourselves and our 
children with the “greatest deeds and greatest characters of all ages”. In this 
must be included religion since there is no form of greatness “comparable to that 
gained from a study of religion and, in the view of this writer, of Christian 
religion”. 

But is it inappropriate to ask if ever in history has fresh spiritual vitality 
developed from simply studying greatness even in religion? Hasn’t it rather 
arisen through religious prophets who combined ideas with spiritual experience 
in a dynamic that created a movement within a culture that transformed it? 
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It is interesting to note that despite the fact that the ferment and discontent in 
education have been felt for some time now, no great philosophers or. philosophiles 
have been produced. In contrast, the theological ferment in the church has pro- 
duced some great theologians and stirred fresh vitality. Perhaps it is up to the 
church to point some new directions in education. Certainly here is a challenge 
to the Christian colleges and educators. Husert C. NosBie 


Foundations of Christian Knowledge. By Georgia Harkness, New York: Abingdon. 

1955. 160 pages. $2.75. 

In this book Georgia Harkness has provided a small compass an invaluable 
handbook for beginners in theology. Designed to deal with the grounds of authority 
and credibility in Christian belief, this little volume will provide not only an intro- 
duction in Christian apologetics, but a handy guide to theology in general. 


It is apparent that the author has her own viewpoint—that of the chastened 
liberal — but even the most dogmatic holder of other views will be inclined to 
grant her irenic and temperate statements a hearing. 

Perhaps the most useful sections of the book deal with the relationship of 
philosphy and theology, and of theology and the scientific method. Likewise 
illuminating are Miss Harkness’ distinctions between revelation, faith, and knowl- 
edge. Three concluding chapters examine the sources of authority for Christian 
truth: The Bible, the “inner light of the spirit,” and the authority of the Christian 


community. 


Any person who wishes to know about the sources of Christian knowledge (as 
well as something of the relationship between the search for religious truths And 
other forms of the search for truth) will find this a helpful analysis of real clairity. 


Davip B. SAGESER 
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Reports and Notices 
Report of Student Service Project 


Harry E. GARDNER 


This article reports on Student Leadership Courses and Projects in church-re- 
lated colleges, with special reference to the program which has developed at 
Waynesburg College in Pennsylvania, a stimulating experiment in this area. Be- 
cause there is currently a mounting interest among the collzges in encouraging 
students to engage in church and community leadership, with Christian motivations, 
this outline of the principles involved and the effective results achieved by such 
programs will be of interest to all those who seek to unite scholarly study with 
Christ-like living — students, teachers, administrators, community leaders and 
pastors. Dr. Gardner is Vice President and Professor of Christian Education at 
Waynesburg College. He was requested to write this report by two units of the 
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. — the Commission on 
Christian Higher Education and the Department of Administration and Leadership. 


Histories of the Christian college 
often state that it was created to furnish 
the church with the leadership it needs 
to carry out the Great Commission of its 
Lord. From one generation to another, 
the Christian college has been criticized 
with the changing times. Has it been 
carrying out its original purpose or has 
it meekly patterned itself after secular 
education? Has it remained too static 
to be of use in meeting present-day 
problems? Is the curriculum too archaic 
to benefit a graduate who has to compete 
for his livelihood with his counterpart 
from a purely secular institution? The 
debate will perhaps never end. But a 
Christian college is unfair to itself, to its 
dedicated supporters, and to its present 
and future students if it is unwilling 
to re-examine itself from time to time 
and ascertain if its purpose is consistent 
with that of the Christian Church; also 
it must seek to discover if it has now 
reached another phase of development 
in Christian education where it can be of 
greater service by changing its method 
and approach to the Christian intellectual 
enterprise. 


About twenty years ago Waynesburg 
College faced this imperative and eval- 
uated its curriculum and program. The 
result of this study was the institution 
of the Waynesburg College Student 
Service Project. Students coming from 
Christian homes were given the best in 
the liberal arts and sent out into their 
various professions to serve God and 
man.. Many became leaders of their com- 
munities. But we found that too high a 
percentage of our students departed on 
practically the same level of religious de- 
velopment at which they had entered. In 
emphasis the religious courses were on- 
tological rather than epistemological. 
Conscientious professors in all depart- 
ments labored to inform students of the 
nature of God, In our educational pro- 
gram however we found a weakness in 
the failure to guide students into a per- 
sonal relationship with God or growth 
in knowledge of God through personal 
experience. 

In the Student Service Project adopt- 
ed at Waynesburg College an attempt is 
made to approach an understanding of 
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Christianity as a personal religion. This 
is done by viewing human experience 
as personal involvement in a specific 
situation in which one becomes aware 
of the forces of personal relations. Case 
studies are used to help students sense 
what is taking place. The individual 
through his involvement begins to form- 
ulate a valid personal vocabulary which 
assists him as he matures to foster a 
sense of community as a basic element 
in human relations. 

The study made by a representative 
group from the College and the Church 
which resulted in the initiation of the 
Student Service Project at Waynesburg 
resulted in a rediscovery of the purpose 
of the church-related college. It was felt 
that the concept of knowing involved 
doing. True knowledge, either of God 
or of man, can not be solely theoretical ; 
it includes involvement which is part 
and parcel of all knowledge at all stages 
of intellectual and spiritual development. 
Yet in all of this we assumed that the 
liberal arts complexion of our college 
had to be preserved. 


II 


In recent years the Commission on 
Christian Higher Education and the De- 
partment of Administration and Leader- 
ship of the National Council of Churches 
of Christ in the U.S.A. have become in- 
terested in this approach to Christian 
education. They discovered that a num- 
ber of colleges were developing involve- 
ment programs. Representatives of these 
institutions were invited to meet at 
Waynesburg College in May, 1954 to 
share what they were doing, to study 
more intimately the project developed at 
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Waynesburg, and to develop a set of 
principles which might be useful to in- 
stitutions interested in adding this phase 
of Christian education to their current 
programs. It was agreed that the fol- 
lowing principles should be implied in 
any program of supervised field work 
for students : 


1. Any program must be consistent with the 

fundamental character of a college. The 
basic purposes of the Christian college 
are the same as for the Christian church, 
namely: to help growing persons know 
and love God and to help them to know 
and love their fellowmen. However, the 
college performs a specialized function 
to a specialized age group under con- 
trolled circumstances. In doing so the 
Christian college has dual responsibilities 
— it must be a college and it must be 
Christian. In being a college it uses the 
intellect as its primary (although by no 
means exclusive) instrument. Rational 
inquiry is its major business. The de- 
velopment of the student in the discrim- 
inating use of the mind; the stimulation 
of the love of learning; the establishment 
of intellectual responsibility: these are 
the duties of the college. 
To be Christian, the college is constantly 
developing its own Christian commitment 
and sense of mission. It is growing in its 
ability to express that commitment and 
mission through its personnel and in all 
its practices, involving teaching, admin- 
istration, student and faculty organiza- 
tions, and life. The daily experience must 
be such as to represent, reveal, and pro- 
vide practice in living according to that 
commitment and mission. The Student 
Service Project, like any other single 
project of the college, must be consistent 
with the basic nature and purposes of the 
college, that is, both intellectually re- 
spectable and Christian. 

. A Plan of Student Service Projects 
should be organizationally related to the 
Administrative Office of the College, 
rather than attached to any one depart- 
ment. Only by such administrative rela- 
tionship can all faculty members and all 
departments of the college work together 
to best serve the students, the churches, 
and the communities. 

3. Student Service Projects should appeal 
to and utilize the talents of all students, 
not only preministerial students or those 
preparing for professional service in the 
church. 
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4. A project should seek to serve churches 
of all denominations. In other words, a 
college, without relinquishing any of its 
denominational responsibility, should 
stress those factors which unify rather 
than divide denominations. 

5. The aims of a project should not be 
limited to the production of successfully 
functioning local churches, but rather 
consider these churches (when function- 
ing successfully) to be a means for total 
community betterment. It is the task of 
the college to raise the sights of the com- 
munity and its religious institutions. 

6. The control of a Student Service Project 
should remain in the hands of the college. 
The college, rather than the churches, 
should determine in the last analysis the 
type of work to be done by the students 
since the college is responsible for the 
growth of the student. Likewise, the ques- 
tion of whether or not to give academic 
credit to students engaged in a service 
project should be left to the decision of 
each college. Similarly, the question of 
whether or not students should be paid 
for services rendered in such a project 
should be left to each college and each 
local church or community situation. 

7. Christian service should be emphasized 
as the main motive for such a service 
project, as far as the students are con- 
cerned. 

8. Careful supervision by competent faculty 
members is essential to the success of any 
Student Service Project. Those who 
supervise students should have the full 
confidence of church and community 
leaders, an understanding of the social 
and economic as well as the religious 
forces in the community and the ability 
to encourage the enthusiastic cooperation 
of students and professors alike. 

9. The effect on local churches of a Student 
Service Project should be to encourage 
and develop local church leadership and 
responsibility rather than to replace or 
supplant or thwart such leadership. In 
other words, churches should not be ex- 
ploited for the benefit of the student or 
the college, nor should the student or the 
college be exploited for the benefit of the 
church. 


III 


The Student Service Project of 
Waynesburg College was found to be 
the oldest program among the colleges 
represented. Therefore considerable time 


was given to discovering what happens 
when a Student Service Project is oper- 
ated on a campus; how it happens ; and 
why. 


Interviews and discussions with ad- 
ministration and faculty of the College 
disclosed that the Student Service Pro- 
ject had not only led to a rediscovery of 
the purpose of Waynesburg College, but 
had given them a new sense of commun- 
ity responsibility and service, Practical 
religious motivation had resulted in 
greater respect for the curriculum and 
the program of the Department of Reli- 
gion as well as a new spiritual outlook 
and stimulus to the administration and 
faculty. It was realized that Christian 
education was not the responsibility of 
any one department, but the task of the 
entire college working with individual 
students. The College found itself united 
in a sense of purpose, not just as a group 
of departments each struggling for its 
share of the college budget or the stu- 
dent’s time. 


A survey of students revealed that 
the individual’s faith was strengthened 
by Christian experience. A broader com- 
prehension of materials and methods led 
to a deeper religious training for leader- 
ship in all professions. There is evidence 
of growth in personality, in deeper re- 
ligious and social concern, in service 
abilities and leadership techniques. 


The study did not end at the bound- 
aries of the College’s campus. It ex- 
tended into the communities and 
churches of nearby areas to discover 
what had happened to them as they had 
joined hands with the College in this 
project. It was found that the churches 
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were more aware of their responsibility 
to the College and the community, that 
the program of these churches had ex- 
panded and become more vital through 
increased vision and manpower. They 
had built new centers of church and 
community activities, renovated old 
buildings, acquired new facilities and 
equipment, and given evidence of co- 
operation in contrast with the competi- 
tion so prevalent in the average com- 
munity. These communities, challenged 
and alerted by the new leadership of 
college students, faculty, and administra- 
tion, have been stimulated to sponsor 
programs of community recreation, adult 
and child education, day camps, and 
other cultural activities. 


In an attempt to answer “how it hap- 
pens”, a study was made of the curri- 
culum, extra-curricular activities, field 
work, and supervision. The curriculum 
allows one hour credit for field work. 
This credit may be assigned through 
the Student Project to any one depart- 
ment for supervision and is given for 
community or church work that is re- 
lated to that department. This type of 
course could be considered a practicum. 
It is interesting to find that the student, 
having done field work for credit, is us- 
ually anxious to continue in the same or 
a similar task without credit. This is 
not permissible unless the student is will- 
ing to be supervised and to do the same 
amount of work as though he were re- 
ceiving credit. Under these circum- 
stances, the project work becomes an 
extra-curricular activity and as such is 
quite often performed by regular campus 
organizations. For example, the wrestl- 
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ing team conducts wrestling clinics in a 
mining town for elementary and second- 
ary school children ; the Glee Club spon- 
sors and develops community choirs ; the 
Drama Club sponsors and directs Child- 
ren’s Library plays; the Art and Lan- 
guage departments promote a commun- 
ity art festival. The work that is being 
done, whether by an individual or by a 
group, is supervised closely by the Col- 
lege and some administrative group in 
the church or in the community where 
the program is in operation. 

When a study was made of the “why 
it happens,” it revealed that the philo- 
sophy of the whole program is founded 
upon an ideal of service. Communities 
have been made to feel that they are 
serving as co-workers in developing 
leadership in students by offering them 
opportunities for service. The students 
express concern for the people and com- 
munities in which they work and feel 
that they are making a real contribution 
to them. The faculty and administration 
working hand in hand with community 
leaders give expression to their role as 
community educators. 


IV 


We recognize that there have been 
criticisms of the Waynesburg College 
Student Service Project which seem to 
have a just basis. One of the most legi- 
timate criticisms is made by faculty 
members who say that students some- 
times spend so much time in the Project 
that they do not have time to make ad- 
equate preparation for their other sub- 
jects. This is a real danger. But the 
same criticism has been levelled at al- 
most every course and about most pro- 
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fessors who require a defined amount of 
work in their courses. It has been found, 
however, that if a student budgets his 
time, he need spend no more time in the 
Student Service Project than in any 
other course giving the same amount of 
credit. It must also be remembered that 
much of the work is done over the week- 
end when most students relax from their 
regular schedule. We found that the ave- 
rage student, properly supervised, does 
not draw this criticism. It is the student 
who becomes overly enthusiastic about 
his project work and does not properly 
budget his time who is likely to be 
criticized. 

Some community leaders as well as 
students have criticized the Project as 
preventing the development of local 
leadership. This can be answered 
by asking why the communities 
had not been developing local lead- 
ership before the advent of student 
workers. In their one hundred fifty 
(150) years of existence the commu- 
nities had made little progress in this 
area. Futhermore, it has been the policy 
of those administering the Student Ser- 
vice Project to use students in those 
communities which are bereft of leader- 
ship. The students are encouraged and 
helped to train the inhabitants to take 
over in positions of responsibility. In 
every community where the Project has 
entered, there has been a _ continual 
change in the type of work which stu- 
dents do from year to year. As local 
leaders assume responsibilities, the stu- 
dents’ assignments change. The work of 
the Projects points up to the communi- 
ties aspects which have been neglected 


and where students are needed. Several 
years ago thirty-five students served in 
the summer camp-and-conference pro- 
gram of one presbytery. This year no re- 
quests have been made for student assis- 
tance because the presbytery, with the 
help of the college students, has develop- 
ed local leadership sufficient in numbers 
and calibre to do the work themselves. 


Other have criticized the Project by 
saying that it is nothing more than an 
extra-curricular activity. A phase of the 
work can be so described. But, if this 
criticism is taken too seriously, we lose 
the opportunity to correlate the student’s 
theoretical courses with practical experi- 
ence. Students can only get insight into 
themselves and the materials with which 
they are working by proper supervision. 


Moving students from one community 
to another, especially if they have be- 
come well-acquainted in a particular 
community and are doing satisfactory 
work, has also met with disapproval. 
Nevertheless, to leave a student in one 
community too long tends to reduce his 
task to routine matters. Being placed in 
a new situation challenges him to greater 
accomplishments and broader under- 
standing as he meets new and different 
problems. Through the years we find 
that a student grows more if he is moved 
each semester and is forced to stay alert 
by the challenge of new opportunities 
and responsibilities, 


A great many of the colleges which 
have tried to establish a Student Ser- 
vice Project have criticized it as requir- 
ing more time, manpower, and finances 
than they can afford to give. No educa- 
tional program that is worth its salt can 
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be operated without qualified leadership 
and an adequate budget. Any institution 
which has taken the program seriously 
has noted that it pays for itself, and 
more, through its public relations and 
recruiting value. The very nature of the 
program lends itself to financial support 
from the community and from new do- 
nors who catch the significant contri- 
bution which the Student Service Pro- 
ject offers both to the student and to 
the community. 


Finally, an almost devastating criti- 
cism has been levelled at the program by 
its enemies. They have said that it is 
not on a par with other college courses. 
If this criticism is valid, then a similar 
criticism could be made of the labora- 
tories which are so much a part of our 
educational system. No school would di- 
vest itself of the scientific approach to 
truth, and nothing is of more value to 
a student, whether in science or the arts, 
than learning the techniques of com- 
munication and relationship with his fel- 
lowmen and with his God. 


We give here examples of the pro- 
gram as it was carried out at Waynes- 
burg: 

The Greene County Probation Officer 
called upon the Student Service Project 
to enter a small community where ju- 
venile delinquency was very high. Sev- 
eral students made an economic and 
sociological survey of this community. 
Under the guidance of the sociology, re- 
ligion, and psychology departments, the 
students and representatives of the com- 
munity developed a plan whereby they 
could combat the existing situation. A 
recreation program was instituted, a 
small church school was begun, and a 
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schedule of educational movies and dis- 
cussions was planned for parents and 
children. 


Student X (considered by both his 
parents and the faculty to need person- 
ality adjustment) was chosen to drive 
the automobile for transporting students 
and to assist in the program under the 
direction of more mature students and 
community leaders. This student was 
having trouble mastering his studies. He 
did not get along well with his fellow 
students, and he had been called before 
the dean several times. The responsibi- 
lity which he assumed and the challenge 
of helping others gave him a sense of 
belonging and purpose. He continued 
at his own request in different phases 
of this program until he became 
the most influential and constructive stu- 
dent in this particular program. He trav- 
elled scholastically from “the dean’s list” 
to the honor roll. It is only reasonable 
that his parents credit the Student Ser- 
vice Project with their boy’s improve- 
ment. Through a study of psychology, 
through the guidance of his supervisor 
concerning his work with others, through 
a better understanding of the sociologi- 
cal conditions of the community in which 
he worked, this student came to under- 
stand not only the problems of other 
people but also the way to a mastery of 
his own problem. Gradually he found 
the solution to his difficulties. There 
have been no repeat cases in the courts 
since he began this work in the commu- 
nity. 

During the first few years of the Stu- 
dent Service Project, Student Y was a 
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pupil in the elementary schools in a com- 
munity where the Project was active. 
He experienced the guidance of college 
students in community recreation and 
in the Sunday Church School. While in 
secondary school, his contact with the 
college students continued in the com- 
munity recreation program and in sum- 
mer camps and conferences. No other 
member of his family or immediate 
neighborhood had gone to college. The 
influence of college students caused him 
to enter Waynesburg College and to be- 
come active in the Student Service Pro- 
ject. Aware of what the students had 
done for him, he expressed a desire to 
return to his own community to do a 
similar job with his neighbors. He be- 
came an advisor to youth, developed a 
scout program, and was instrumental in 
the development of a youth center for 
his community. As a freshman he was 
shy and misunderstood by his family 
because he wanted a college education. 
Through his participation in community 
work and in campus life he found a 
happy’ balance between the intellectual 
and the social while not neglecting the 
spiritual. He has since completed his 
graduate work and is now a community 
leader in the area where he is employed. 
This former student recognizes the per- 
sonal interest of both the college stu- 
dents and the faculty as a determining 
factor in his growth and is following 
their example as he works with in- 


dividuals. 


Student Z entered college with a mix- 
ed nationality and divided religious back- 
ground. He was well-adjusted socially 
and led his class scholastically. He had 
no intention of entering community 
work. Because of what his fellow stu- 
dents told him of their experiences in 
the Student Service Project, he began 
to feel that he was missing something by 
giving all his time to books. He decided 
to enroll in the Project. He majored in 
English and was graduated with honors. 
This student attributes his basic under- 
standing of human nature and his lead- 
ership ability to the closely-supervised 
work which he did in the Student Ser- 
vice Project. During his sophomore 
year at Waynesburg he was given a 
group of junior-age boys with whom to 
work ; during his junior year, a group of 
high school students was his responsi- 
bility ; during his senior year, he taught 
an adult church school class. As each as- 
signment was in a different community 
he had to learn to understand and adjust 
to people in a coal-mining town, in a 
small country community, and in a good- 
sized urban community. He is now a 
minister in the downtown section of an 
industrial city where he has been able 
to guide his people through two major 
catastrophes as well as several difficult 
management-labor disputes. His church 
has grown, even though most churches 
in similar situations have closed their 
doors. 
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